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Social TV, a second screen activity comprising a community of users engaged in a primary
screen activity, differs from watching TV alone (i.e., individual TV). A 2 (TV viewing
condition: individual vs. social TV) x 2 (advertisement on the second screen: video vs.
picture) factors between-subjects experiment design was conducted to investigate
whether interactions occurring in the two TV viewing conditions affect advertising
effectiveness. The results confirmed two-way interactions: (1) In the social TV viewing
condition, video advertisements on the second screen led to better advertising
effectiveness; (2) in the individual TV viewing condition, picture advertisements on the
second screen led to better advertising effectiveness; and (3) gratifications from media
use partially mediated viewing conditions and advertising effectiveness.
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With the rapid growth of social media platforms and mobile devices, young media users increasingly
regard the online social environment as their main avenue of social activities. Simultaneously, new
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communication technologies have transformed the definition and experience of television viewing. Mobile
devices are among the major changes in this new era, and have gradually become a part of TV viewing,
enriching the traditional TV viewing experience. In 2019, among Americans who use a smartphone as a
second screen while watching TV, 71% and 68% use it for social media and information search about the
TV content, respectively (Statista, 2020).

Multiscreening is a new multitasking media activity whereby users view multiple screens
concurrently. According to the Interactive Advertising Bureau (2015), 24% of people interact with TV content
or advertisements on their secondary devices while multiscreening. Consuming media content from the first
screen and obtaining additional information from the second screen is characteristic of TV viewing in Taiwan,
whereby 81% of people use smartphones to access online content while watching TV (Statista, 2016). This
is social TV, a multitasking behavior among users using a second device to engage in social, computer-
mediated communication while watching TV (Ducheneaut, Moore, Oehlberg, Thornton, & Nickell, 2008).

The social application of social TV behavior can satisfy the needs for coviewing among those who
watch TV alone. Enjoyment from second screen activity amplifies the TV watching experience (Cohen &
Lancaster, 2014). Geerts, Garcia, and Bulterman (2008) found that news, dramas, reality shows, and sports
are program genres that easily trigger social discussions, leading to simultaneous chatting. Discussions in
online forums or social media reflect the social dimension of social TV. Therefore, more cross-media instant
dialogs and interactions among users turn the otherwise unconnected TV watching activity into a highly
social, online activity (Andrejevic & Lee, 2013).

Social TV creates online groups whose members discuss products on TV, advocating the use of
product placements (Kozak & Barinka, 2016). These are less intrusive to the viewing experience as
companies include products without annoyances from commercial breaks (Ropha & Adriena, 2018). Product
placements are generally effective (Srivastava, 2016), given the increasing growth in global product
placement marketing (Statista, 2015). A study by PQ Media (2020) shows that global product placements
amounted to $20.57 billion in 2019, reflecting their perceived marketing value.

Prior research has shown that audiences do not mind TV product placements (Gupta & Gould, 1997;
Nebenzahl & Secunda, 1993). Davtyan and Cunningham (2017) demonstrated that audiences have better
attitudes toward brands placed in shows than those placed during traditional commercial breaks. Product
placements in sitcoms can leverage brand preferences and trigger purchase intentions through humor,
generating more effective advertising. Davtyan and Cunningham suggest that marketing professionals need
more specific product placement strategies and measurement mechanisms to better understand new
challenges from social TV.

Taiwan’s population is 23.66 million, and about 78% is urbanized. Its Internet penetration is 88%,
which is 35% higher than the global penetration rate (Kemp, 2018). Moreover, 80% use social media, 79%
are mobile users, and 76% are active mobile social media users. These data indicate nearly twice the global
social media penetration: 11% and 37% higher in mobile device and mobile social media use, respectively
(Kemp, 2018). Therefore, Taiwan has a well-developed environment for users to adopt mobile devices during
TV watching, providing opportunities for digital advertising.
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Despite growing attention on social TV, studies on the effectiveness of cross-media product
placements on TV are lacking. To address this gap, this study serves two purposes: (1) It attempts to
examine the consequential factors behind cross-media product placement advertisements in social TV
viewing, and (2) it aims to provide a better understanding of the underlying mechanisms that can explain
the mediating role of gratification and flow experience between TV viewing and advertising effectiveness.
The study builds upon the limited capacity model (LCM), uses and gratifications (U&G), flow theory, and the
literature on social TV and related concepts, including cross-media advertising and product placement, to
investigate the mechanism behind social TV usage, which affects the effectiveness of cross-media product
placements. Advertising effectiveness is measured by awareness (brand recall) and persuasion (brand
attitude, ad attitude, and purchase intentions); we compared this effectiveness across social TV and
individual viewing contexts. The findings contribute to a theoretical understanding of the effectiveness of
social TV advertising and support the development of advertising strategies.

Conceptual Framework and Hypotheses

Social TV

Social TV is a fast-developing interactive behavior, involving users’ social behavior to discuss
television program-related content and interact with online groups on their mobile devices through text and
audio messages. Users can interact with others about TV content directly through the TV monitor or a mobile
device (Shin, 2016). This behavior constitutes an integration of TV with new communication technologies,
making watching TV a mutual, interactive, and involved media experience (Cohen & Lancaster, 2014).

This social characteristic helps the audience identify related content, and users tend to interact with
others in the group to enhance the TV-watching experience (Shin, 2016). Lanceley (2010) argues that these
social elements have become part of media content shown on the second screen. Social TV provides computer-
mediated communication for people to connect innovatively. Resultant discussions on social media increase
audience involvement and maintain the buzz in online communities (Gross, Fetter, & Paul-Stueve, 2008).

Media multitasking behavior is also important in social TV, reflecting the condition in which users
consume two or more media contents simultaneously (cf. Garaus, Wagner, & Back, 2017; Pilotta, Schultz,
Drenik, & Rist, 2004). Social TV is a multitasking behavior whereby Internet use and TV watching occur
simultaneously. Recently, several researchers (Bellman, Rossiter, Schweda, & Varan, 2012; Varan et al.,
2013) explored the effects of media multitasking on advertising. Theories, such as the LCM, are used to
explain the cognitive mechanisms behind attention distribution. For example, Voorveld (2011) suggests that
media multitasking distracts users from the primary screen. Therefore, it is likely to reduce ad recall and ad
recognition compared with watching advertisements with full attention. Media multitasking conditions are
effective in increasing the chance of users’ instant online searching and e-commerce shopping while
watching TV (Joo, Wilbur, Cowgill, & Zhu, 2013) and can be seen as an extension of the TV experience
(Garaus et al., 2017). Understanding social TV can thus support marketing and advertising efforts.
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Cross-Media Advertising

Cross-media advertising is an integrated marketing communications strategy whereby advertisers
choose two or more platforms to promote a unified advertising message in one campaign, enabling a brand
or a product to be exposed on different media channels to reach a larger target audience, influencing
consumers more effectively (Vandeberg, Murre, Voorveld, & Smit, 2015). Cross-media advertising stresses
the “combination of advertising” on different media channels (J. Kim & Yu, 2013, p. 263). Given differences
between traditional and new media, cross-media advertising adapts to different levels of control (Jessen &
Graakjaer, 2013) by integrating advertising on traditional media and new media, where the latter offers a
sense of agency for users to acquire content on their mobile devices (J. Kim & Yu, 2013). Users perceive a
higher sense of control while consuming media content and provide more positive responses on new media
(McMillan & Hwang, 2002). Moreover, Ko, Cho, and Roberts (2005) found that interactivity in new media is
the key to making cross-media advertising more effective than traditional advertising. New media support
faster information receipt and exchanges, making cross-media advertising strategies more effective
(Voorveld, 2011).

Cross-Media Product Placement Advertisement in Social TV

Multimedia advertisements are more vivid than print, like video versus text (Steuer, 1995). People
process a video-format advertisement with visual and auditory senses. Because multimedia advertisements
are more enjoyable, researchers believe that presenting information in highly vivid formats is interesting,
inviting, and emotionally arousing (Nisbett & Ross, 1980). In a multitasking media environment, there is a
higher chance for users to watch multimedia advertisements on a second screen. Multimedia content is
better poised to compete for users’ attention because a video-format advertisement interacts with users’
visual and auditory senses and draws their attention more easily (Yang & Guo, 2015). Belch and Belch
(2004) maintain that multimedia content conveys brand image, develops emotional appeal and
entertainment better, and makes boring products look interesting.

Per LCM, every individual has limited attention span to decide where and how much cognitive
resources to allocate. Situations demanding more recognition have a higher chance of persuasion. Due to
the richer cues in audio-visual than textual content, there should be greater cognitive elaboration, leading
to a greater extent of opinion change (Kisielius & Sternthal, 1986) and better persuasive effect in advertising
(Kelley & Turley, 2001). Furthermore, media content with high vividness triggers attention and heightened
cognitive resource allocation results in better brand memory (Nisbett & Ross, 1980).

To advance our understanding of cross-media product placements in social TV, we used LCM as
our research framework to examine how different modalities of advertisements on the second screen
perform with different TV viewing conditions. Viewers’ perceptions toward advertisements on the second
screen in different TV viewing conditions can result in different advertising effects. In the social TV condition,
users interacted with other users via a second screen in a high-social media multitasking environment.
Multimedia advertisements can effectively compete for users’ attention and demand that users allocate more
cognitive resources for information processing, leading to more effective advertising. However, viewers in
an individual viewing condition devote their full attention to media content on the first screen. Even if they
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use a second screen, it is considered a nonsocial media multitasking environment without distracting stimuli
like social media and instant messaging. Therefore, picture advertisements with low richness for viewers
who are more deeply immersed in individual viewing may actually generate better advertising effectiveness.
This suggests an interaction effect between TV viewing conditions and advertisement modalities. Thus, we
advanced the following hypotheses. In the Method section, we explain the operationalization of the
advertising effectiveness construct.

H1: In a social TV viewing condition, video advertisements will generate better advertising effectiveness
than picture advertisements.

H2: In an individual viewing condition, picture advertisements will generate better advertising
effectiveness than video advertisements.

Potential Mediators Between Viewing Condition and Advertising Effectiveness Gratifications
From Cross-Media Consumption

Although cross-media advertising effectiveness may be different across different TV viewing
conditions, active and selective consumers can influence advertising effectiveness (O’Donohoe, 1994).
Among mobile media, advertising effectiveness is enhanced by consistent individual needs and gratification-
seeking behavior (Rosenkrans & Myers, 2012), and users of social media are more receptive to advertising
that is consistent with their motivations (Anwar Mir, 2017).

These findings are explained by U&G theory, positing that media users have needs to be fulfilled
and are actively engaged while consuming media content (Katz, Blumler, & Gurevitch, 1974). New
communication technologies have brought multiple media choices to satisfy audiences’ needs for enjoyment,
entertainment, and gratification (Ruggiero, 2000). Researchers have examined motivations of new media
usage with the U&G approach: Korgaonkar and Wolin (1999) argue that individuals have more to fulfill than
just satisfying the need for information retrieval; Papacharissi and Rubin (2000) identify interpersonal
interaction, pastime, information search, convenience, and entertainment as motivations of Internet usage;
Ko and colleagues (2005) classify motivations into information, convenience, entertainment, and social
interaction dimensions. These show a wide variety of motivations, suggesting that new media users are
highly active. Mobile communication devices are more suitable for interactive purposes than personal
desktops and can provide different levels of gratifications (Sundar & Limperos, 2013), thus fulfilling the
needs of active users. Sundar’s (2008) theoretical model posits that the affordance in digital media has a
salient influence on media consumption experiences. Internet usage on the second screen is basically
Internet surfing behavior and media consumption. Therefore, enjoyment, entertainment, and gratifications
gained in a cross-media consumption experience are similar to the gratifications discussed in the literature,
warranting the inclusion of gratification in this study.

However, the implications of gratification are not straightforward. Cross-media consumption is
commonly adopted by consumers nowadays. According to comScore (2012), 56% of Internet users use
mobile devices simultaneously with desktops for Internet activities. Some studies (K. Kim, Cheong, &
Kim, 2016; Rubin, 1983) have shown how the U&G approach explains the motivation and gratifications
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individuals experience from different media. Although individuals may access the same content on
different media, every channel offers a different “content experience,” leading to different types and
levels of gratification, especially in a cross-media environment. Rubin (2009) suggests that individuals
gain gratification from media content and the process of consuming media. A mobile device plays a
consequential role of affecting the ways audiences adopt new communication technologies, processes of
consuming media, and media-consuming experiences (Sundar & Limperos, 2013). Interestingly, K. Kim
and associates (2016) compared users’ gratification in both personal computer and mobile device usage,
and found that socialization, entertainment, and diversion were dimensions that resulted in the strongest
competitions in use and gratification.

To further our understanding of gratifications in TV viewing and cross-media advertising, we
advance the following hypothesis. We explain the operationalization of the gratifications construct in the
Method section.

H3: Gratifications will mediate cross-media advertising effectiveness across different TV viewing
conditions.

Flow Experiences

Similar to user gratifications, TV advertising is more effective when users are engaged (J. Kim,
Ahn, Kwon, & Reid, 2017). In online advertising, engagement via interactivity, vividness, entertainment,
and self-referencing results in more positive product attitudes (Ching, Tong, Chen, & Chen, 2013). This
engagement can be explained using the flow concept, which depicts an immersive optimal experience. Flow
experience is perceived as most immersive when the environment contains a certain level of opportunities
for challenges that the individual is able to cope with. Here, the individual is not only enjoying the challenge,
but is also stretching capabilities with the likelihood of absorbing new knowledge, honing new skills, and
escalating one’s self-esteem and complexity (Csikszentmihalyi & LeFevre, 1989). Descriptions of individuals
experiencing flow include “intense and focused concentration on what one is doing in the present moment,”
“merging of action and awareness,” and “loss of reflective self-consciousness” (Nakamura, Csikszentmihalyi,
Snyder, & Lopez, 2002, p. 90).

These experiences have been extensively applied to studies across disciplines spanning a wide
spectrum of human activities to investigate the factors and consequences of immersive experiences (Jin,
2011). Increasingly, scholars apply flow theory to study users’ media consumption experiences and explain
the effect of the flow experience on consumers’ enjoyment, entertainment, and gratification, as well as how
gratifications from the flow experience affect advertising effectiveness in cross-media contexts
(Csikszentmihalyi & LeFevre, 1989; Sherry, 2004). Sherry (2004) argues that the gratifications from using
media for diversion and escapism are indications of intense focus and loss of self-consciousness. Jin (2011)
argues that when playing video games, users gain flow experiences from the challenges and actionable
responses. These suggest that flow experiences can also influence advertising effectiveness. To examine
the relationship between TV viewing conditions and flow experiences, as well as the latter’s role in a cross-
media environment, we advanced the following hypothesis. In the next section, we explain the
operationalization of the flow experience construct.
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H4: Flow experiences will mediate the television viewing condition on cross-media advertising
effectiveness.

Method
Experimental Design

We selected an experimental methodology to create advertising stimuli in a controlled setting and
record corresponding participant responses. This level of control is impossible in other methods. We
designed a laboratory experiment using a 2 x 2 between-subjects design (see Figure 1). Viewing condition
was operationalized in two levels: individual TV viewing versus social TV viewing whereby a pair of viewers
was asked to watch the same TV program simultaneously in different rooms and to message each other
through an instant messaging app on mobile devices we provided.

Gratification of
Social TV Usage

H3

Flow Experience

Viewing Condition

Ad Effectiveness

H1, H2

I

Figure 1. Proposed conceptual model.

Ad Modality

For audiences in the social TV condition, advertisements showed the product and its QR code in the
upper right corner of the screen. Some advertising formats, such as pop-up advertisements, trigger negative
viewer feelings, which cause viewers to avoid watching them (Rejon-Guardia & Martinez-Lopez, 2014).
Advertisements that give viewers less control make them feel a higher degree of intrusiveness, irritation,
and lower ad recognition (McCoy, Everard, Polak, & Galletta, 2008). Therefore, in this study, we used small
banner advertisements on the screen during the social TV condition.

The second factor, modality of advertisement, was operationalized in two levels: video versus picture.
Compared with pictures, video advertisements lead to more clicks on Facebook (Dopson, 2019). The vividness
effects may further explain how video attracts the attention of audiences more easily than pictures, and
advertisements with audio/video generate better attitudes toward websites, a greater likelihood of purchase,
and better recall of product information than advertisements with text/pictures (Appiah, 2006). Similarly, rich
media with video induce higher brand awareness, brand favorability, and purchase intent than the rich media
without video, simple flash, and GIF and JPG in the advertisements (Spalding, Cole, & Fayer, 2009). Therefore,
video and picture advertisements were investigated in this study.
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Participants

We recruited 240 participants (45.4% men and 54.6% women; M age = 22.93 years, SD = 2.82,
range = 18-29 years; 51.2% had a college education and 48.8% had a postgraduate education) in
northern Taiwan. Each participant was paired with another with whom they had prior TV watching
experience and were sufficiently familiar with communicating with each other via instant messaging. They
were randomly assigned to one of the two ad modality conditions, resulting in two groups of equal sizes
(individual n = 120 and social TV n = 120). To control the differences between subjects regarding social
media usage and prior multitasking behavior, we used previous social media usage and multitasking
behavior as covariates in the analyses.

Pretest for the Decision-Task Stimuli

A pretest was used to investigate participants’ relative preferences for existing brands. We
adapted our preference evaluation from Bhat and Reddy (2001) to develop an online pretest survey. The
pretest was administered to an independent group of 37 participants with no prior preferences for select
brands from five potential brands. Participants were asked to indicate their existing attitudes and
preferences for the brands and they provided demographic information at the end of the survey. All
participants were shown five brands in five different TV shows. As the main dependent measure, they
were asked to indicate their brand preference and previous purchase experiences between the five brands
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Results showed that participants held a neutral attitude
toward two brands, Dr. Pepper (M = 4.03, t = 0.34, df = 36, p = .74) and Purell (M = 4.08, t = 1.64, df
= 36, p = .11). These were thus used in the experiment.

Test Commercials and Program Environment
Participants in both groups watched 40 minutes of the same TV content from two episodes of two
TV shows (The Big Bang Theory and Cougar Town), which included clear product placements. During which,

there was a QR code in the upper right corner of the screen (see Figure 2). Participants were asked to use
the designated device (the second screen) to scan the QR code to view the advertisement while watching.

./.;’

CHEM TR RFE TR

PufeliiBurell, Purell, Purell

Figure 2. Sample stimuli in main experiment.
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Procedure

According to Bellman, Robinson, Wooley, and Varan (2017), there are three viewing conditions:
individual viewing, coviewing, and social TV viewing. Coviewing involves a pair of participants sitting
together in a test environment. Social TV viewing constitutes participants sitting in separate testing
environments and communicating with each other using instant messaging on mobile devices. The TV series
viewing area was divided to allow two groups: individual TV viewing and social TV viewing. Participants who
consented to the study’s procedures were assigned to the individual or social TV based on their preference,
thus replicating a quasi-realistic situation in which participants would feel more natural and show their
natural reactions, resulting in more accurate data.

Participants in both conditions had similar viewing screens and devices (tablet, keyboard, and
mouse), and left their personal belongings outside the labs. In the individual viewing condition, participants
only used the designated tablet to scan the QR code to view the advertisement. In the social TV condition,
the two participants were in different labs, but were still able to communicate by sending messages,
including text, emoji, and stickers through an instant messenger app installed on the tablet. No other form
of social TV messaging (e.g., social media) was permitted to strictly control the communication process.

The researcher explained the experiment procedure to participants before commencing. A different
TV show was used for participants to practice scanning the QR code appearing on the screen during the
show. Participants who signed up for the social TV experiment attended additional training on a specific
instant messenger app. After training, social TV participants went to a different lab and were individually
asked to send two specific questions about the show to ensure the minimum amount of second screen
interaction. When the shows ended, participants answered questions about their TV viewing experiences in
a 10-minute online posttest survey.

Measures

Ad Effectiveness

Advertisements persuade customers to buy a product (Arens & Weigold, 2017). Therefore, factors
related to purchase behavior were used to evaluate the ads’ effectiveness. When audiences view
advertisements, what emerges first is their awareness, followed by their attitude toward the content and
products, and finally their purchasing behavior (Lavidge & Steiner, 1961). Advertising effect is a multifaceted
and multivariable concept that is “linked to sales, persuasiveness, brand awareness, message
comprehension, recall, recognition, type of argument (emotional/rational), likeability, attention,
involvement, credibility, and coherence” (Beriain, 2013, p. 1023). Lavidge and Steiner’s (1961) seminal
model explains how advertisements influence consumer behavior by generating a hierarchy of effects from
awareness through knowledge, liking, preference, conviction, and finally purchase intention. Other similar
models in advertising such as AIDCA (attention, interest, desire, conviction, action; Bedell, 1940), AIDMA
(attention, interest, desire, memory, action; Devoe, 1956), AISDALSLove (attention, interest, search,
desire, action, like/dislike, share, love/hate; Wijaya, 2012), and AISAS (attention, interest, search, action,
share; Kachamas, 2016) provide different ways to explain the consumer decision-making process. However,
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our research focused how a consumer is influenced by watching placement advertisements in an episode of
TV content on the first screen and subsequently receiving more product information on the second screen.
Lavidge and Steiner’s (1961) model is the only one that includes awareness and knowledge and is, therefore,
more suitable to explain how consumer behavior is influenced by being aware of advertisement placements
and receiving more product information subsequently. Furthermore, Lavidge and Steiner’s pivotal work has
been frequently cited, suggesting its continued relevance in today’s context. Among recent studies, Lemon
and Verhoef (2016) investigated today’s increasingly complex consumer behavior in marketing and argued
that Lavidge and Steiner’s model on consumer cognition, decision, and behavior is still relevant today. Pike
and Page (2014) argue that the hierarchy of effects in Lavidge and Steiner’s model is closely aligned with
consumer-based brand equity in the marketing literature. More recently, Pan, Shu, Kitterlin-Lynch, and
Beckman (2021) studied cruise tourists’ perceptions to propose recovery strategies for cruise businesses,
referencing Lavidge and Steiner’'s model given its value in explaining consumer information processing.

Following Lavidge and Steiner (1961), this study focused on advertising effectiveness in terms of
brand recall, attitude toward advertisements, brand attitude, and purchase intention. Therefore,
effectiveness of advertisements was measured in two dimensions: awareness and persuasion. Participants
were asked to indicate their awareness of brand recall, and the extent of persuasion by brand attitude,
attitude toward the advertisement, and purchase intention. The measure of an advertisement’s effectiveness
was the combination of the total scores of brand recall and the average scores of brand attitude, attitude
toward the advertisement, and purchase intention.

Brand recall was measured by the sum of three recall items adapted from a three-item scale (cf.
Nelson, 2002; Norris & Colman, 1992). First, unaided recall was measured by asking participants to freely
list the names of brands they recalled from the previous viewing session. “Correct,” “partially correct,” and
“incorrect” brand name identifications were recorded. Second, aided recall was measured by asking
participants to list the brand name of a product (e.g., soft drink) they recalled from a previous viewing
session. Likewise, they were coded as “correct,” “partially correct,” and “incorrect.” Third, brand recognition
was measured by asking participants whether they recognized the product in question when presented with
a picture of the product shown in the show. These were coded as “yes” and “no.”

Brand attitude, ad attitude, and purchase intention were each measured by the mean of 7-point
Likert scale items adapted from Baker and Churchill (1977), Lee and Aaker (2004), and Zeithaml (1988),
respectively (a = .88, a = .88, and a = .86, respectively). In each dimension, participants rated their level
of agreement to three statements on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

Mediators

To measure the level of user gratification from social TV usage, we used nine items from K. Kim and
colleagues (2016) to construct three categories: socialization (a = .89, M = 5.32, SD = 1.05), entertainment
(a=.86, M =5.27, SD = 1.00), and diversion (a = .90, M = 5.40, SD = 1.12). To measure users’ flow (a =
.90), we used three items from Jin (2011). All items related to user gratification and flow experience were
measured using a 7-point Likert scale, with the anchors 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).
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Covariates

We measured previous social media intensity and multitasking behavior using scales adapted from
Ellison, Steinfield, and Lampe (2007); Garaus and associates (2017); Kononova and Chiang (2015); and
Ophir, Nass, and Wagner (2009). Participants indicated the extent to which they agreed with statements of
their social media usage on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Multitasking behavior was
measured as the sum of multitasking media behaviors by participants. The Appendix details questions used
in the measurements.

Results
Hypotheses Testing

SPSS 22.0 software was used to obtain descriptive statistics, reliability analyses, and correlations.
Cronbach’s alpha statistics ranged from .86 to .90, demonstrating strong internal consistency of the
constructs (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). We used R v3.5.0 to conduct an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA)
and a path analysis to test mediation models.

Advertising effectiveness was analyzed using a 2 (viewing condition) x 2 (modality of
advertisement) ANCOVA and social media usage and media multitasking behavior as covariates. The two-
way interaction between viewing condition and modality of advertisement was significant, F(1, 234) = 4.54,
p < .05, n? = .019. The ANCOVA results (see Table 1) include a statistically significant two-way interaction
effect.

Table 1. Analysis of Covariance Results.

Source SS df MS F n?
Covariate

Social media usage 20.3 1 20.32 5.67%

Multitasking behavior 0.9 1 0.93 0.26

Viewing condition (A) 28.5 1 28.47 7.95%* .033
Modality of ad (B) 3.2 1 3.18 0.89 .004
AxB 16.3 1 16.27 4.54%* .019
Error 838.4 234 3.583

Total 907.6 239

p < .05. “p < .01.

The structure of the observed two-way interaction appears in Figure 3. In the individual viewing condition,
a picture advertisement (M = 7.34) generated better advertising effectiveness than a video advertisement
(M = 7.08), supporting Hypothesis 1. On the other hand, in the social TV viewing condition, a video
advertisement (M = 6.89) generated better advertising effectiveness than a picture advertisement (M =
6.24), supporting Hypothesis 2.
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Figure 3. The interaction effect of the viewing condition and modality of advertisement on
advertising effectiveness.

Mediation Analysis

All pairwise correlation coefficients were significant (p < .05), except the relationship between ad
modality and ad effectiveness (see Figure 4). To test whether the relationship between the viewing condition
and ad effectiveness was mediated by the gratification of social TV usage, we employed a mediation analysis
using 1,000 bootstrapped samples. We found that the indirect effect was significant, with a bootstrap standard
error of .03 (95% CI[.027, .152]) and did not include zero (see Figure 5). However, the direct effect of the
viewing condition on advertising effectiveness after accounting for the mediator was also found to be
statistically significant (8 = —.14, z = —2.23, p < .05). Thus, gratification of social TV usage partially mediated
the effect of the viewing condition on advertising effectiveness. This partially supports Hypothesis 3.

Gratification of
Social TV Usage

26

Flow Experience
\

Viewing Condition

Ad Effectiveness

AdModality [~~~

Figure 4. Path coefficient of the conceptual model. Dotted line indicates nonsignificant path. *p
< .05. **p < .01.
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Gratification of
Media Use

B=234es

B =-.04*% (-.14%)
diti Ad Effectiveness

Viewing C:

Figure 5. Mediation model: Gratification of media use. Bootstrapped 95% confidence interval
(CI) for indirect effect = [.027, .152]; the pcoefficient for the direct effect of AD viewing on
purchase intentions after accounting for the mediator is shown in parentheses. *p < .05. ***p
< .001.

Furthermore, to validate the role of flow experience on the relationship between viewing condition
and effectiveness of an advertisement, we performed a formal mediation analysis using a bootstrap
procedure (N = 1,000 samples), including viewing condition, flow experience, and advertising effectiveness
as the key predictor, mediator, and dependent variable, respectively. Our results show that viewing
condition predicted flow experience in the mediator model (8 = —.33, z= —-5.38, p < .001). In the dependent
variable model, flow experience predicted advertising effectiveness (8 = —.15, z = 2.30, p < .05), whereas
the direct effect of the viewing condition was no longer significant when including flow experience as a
predictor of ad effectiveness (8 = —.13, z = —1.91, p = .06). The indirect effect of viewing condition on
advertising effectiveness through flow experience was significant (8 = .05, z = —=2.12, p < .05). Given a
standard error of .03 (95% CI[.012, .111], without zero), flow experience fully mediated the effect of the
viewing condition on advertising effectiveness (see Figure 6), supporting Hypothesis 4.

Flow Experience

B=15*

p=.05%(-.13)
Viewing Conditi Ad Effectiveness

Figure 6. Mediation model: Flow experience. Bootstrapped 95% confidence interval (CI) for
indirect effect = [.012, .111]; the pcoefficient for the direct effect of AD viewing on purchase
intentions after accounting for the mediator is shown in parentheses. *p < .05. ***p < .001.
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Discussion and Conclusion

As one of the first empirical attempts to explore advertising effectiveness in different cross-media
viewing conditions and to understand uses and gratifications and flow experience in cross-media
consumption, our findings show the interaction between viewing conditions and advertising modality and
the roles of gratifications and flow experience in a cross-media context. This study addresses the lack of
scholarly literature on cross-media consumption and social TV use in Taiwan, and its findings support product
placement strategies and synergistic social media campaigns with TV show producers in a highly competitive
media market.

Our results corroborate previously discussed LCM and media vividness studies and confirm the two-
way interaction between viewing condition and ad modality. Video advertisements are more effective in
social TV viewing conditions. With a higher level of social interactions, these social elements distract viewers
from the first screen (Brasel & Gips, 2011). Constant switches between screens lower viewers’ immersion
levels, and there is no effective information processing with low cognitive resources and immersion (Lang,
1995; Sundar, 2000). The high level of vividness perceived in a video advertisement competes with limited
cognitive resources and therefore forces users to allocate more cognitive resources (Appiah, 2006).
Moreover, video advertisements deliver delightful messages, are more persuasive, and generate better
overall advertising effectiveness in social TV (Nisbett & Ross, 1980).

In contrast, picture advertisements generate better effectiveness during individual viewing.
Although participants in this condition used a tablet for watching TV, they used it for acquiring
advertisements on the second screen. This was considered a less immersive social viewing condition
compared with the social TV viewing initially. With less distraction from the second screen, viewers instead
experienced a higher level of immersion, and therefore less intrusive picture advertisements resulted in
more effective advertising.

We show that advertisement modality did not significantly enhance its effectiveness. It is plausible
that the video advertisement was too long (30 seconds). Participants might not have watched the entire
advertisement, missing the brand name at the end. In the multitasking scenario, participants watching TV
on the main screen might not have been able to focus their attention long enough on the video advertisement
played on the second screen. Therefore, it follows that brand placements in storylines can increase audience
attention, enhance brand awareness, and increase advertising effectiveness.

The U&G approach posits that audiences actively seek social psychological needs and intentionally
consume media content (Xu & Guo, 2018). Positive emotions from the gratifications enhance advertising
effectiveness (Bearden, Netemeyer, & Teel, 1989). Our results show that gratifications from media
consumption partially mediate the relationship between TV viewing and advertising effectiveness. Better
advertising effectiveness suggests higher gratification from media content.

Furthermore, flow experiences completely mediate the relationship between TV viewing and
advertising effectiveness. Flow theory posits that when viewers experience “intense and focused
concentration on what one is doing in the present moment” and “loss of reflective self-consciousness”
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(Sherry, 2004, p. 332), the experiences become internal enjoyment. Greater indulgence implies greater
enjoyment (Agarwal & Karahanna, 2000). Thus, higher levels of immersion imply higher levels of enjoyment
and, therefore, more effective advertising (Saadé & Bahli, 2005, p. 332).

This study contributes to our understanding of TV viewing in Taiwan. However, being set in Taiwan,
the findings may not be entirely generalizable globally. Future research can extend the scope and compare
user behaviors in neighboring regions with similar technological penetration rates and conditions. Cross-
region comparisons can further explore the role social media play in the new digital marketing world. Future
studies can also investigate effect variations across different cross-media combinations as well as
relationships between demographics and the uses and gratifications from different media. Our sample
comprised equal gender representation, and we found that gender was not a significant predictor of
advertising effect (t = 0.36, p = 0.72), consistent with prior research (Khan, 2017; Wang, 2014). Also,
Aytuna and Capraz (2018) showed that age differences influence Internet use among the elderly and
children. Because our sample comprised participants 18-29 years of age, we did not investigate this. Further
research can explore uses and gratifications in cross-media use for different age segments.

Furthermore, future studies may apply different models on the hierarchy of effects to measure
effectiveness in advertising. We used Lavidge and Steiner’s (1961) pivotal model for its suitability and
continued relevance. Other models such as AIDMA (Devoe, 1956), AIDCA (Bedell, 1940), AISDALSLove
(Wijaya, 2012), or AISAS (Kachamas, 2016) can be used to examine social TV from different perspectives
using different research designs.

Altogether, this study has important theoretical and practical implications for researchers and
practitioners. It contributes to the existing knowledge of social TV viewing and cross-media consumption in
Taiwan, and offers empirical observations on uses and gratifications as well as flow experiences. The findings
illustrate the adoption of cross-media consumption and provide directions to new marketing practices. As
second screen adoption becomes more common, interactive and creative cross-media campaigns are poised
to be more effective.

References

Agarwal, R., & Karahanna, E. (2000). Time flies when you’re having fun: Cognitive absorption and beliefs
about information technology usage. MIS Quarterly, 24(4), 665-694.
https://doi.org/10.2307/3250951

Andrejevic, M., & Lee, H. J. (2013). Second-screen theory: From the democratic surround to the digital
enclosure. In J. Holt & K. Sanson (Eds.), Connected viewing: Selling, streaming, and sharing
media in a digital era. London, UK: Routledge.

Anwar Mir, I. (2017). Impact of entertainment motivational drivers on user acceptance of online social
network banner advertising: A gratification perspective. Zagreb International Review of
Economics & Business, 20(1), 19-47. https://doi.org/10.1515/zireb-2017-0006



International Journal of Communication 15(2021) Influence of Social TV Multitasking Behavior 1585

Appiah, O. (2006). Rich media, poor media: The impact of audio/video vs. text/picture testimonial ads on
browsers’ evaluations of commercial Web sites and online products. Journal of Current Issues &
Research in Advertising, 28(1), 73-86. https://doi.org/10.1080/10641734.2006.10505192

Arens, W., & Weigold, M. (2017). Contemporary advertising (15th ed.). New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Aytuna, B. N., & Gapraz, Y. C. (2018). Uses and gratifications of Internet use among the elderly in Turkey.
Athens Journal of Mass Media and Communications, 4(2), 109-120.
https://doi.org/10.30958/ajmmc.4.2.2

Baker, M. J1., & Churchill, G. A., Jr. (1977). The impact of physically attractive models on advertising
evaluations. Journal of Marketing Research, 14(4), 538-555.
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224377701400411

Bearden, W. O., Netemeyer, R. G., & Teel, J. E. (1989). Measurement of consumer susceptibility to
interpersonal influence. Journal of Consumer Research, 15(4), 473-481.
https://doi.org/10.1086/209186

Bedell, C. (1940). How to write advertising that sells. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Belch, G. E., & Belch, M. A. (2004). Advertising and promotion: An integrated marketing communications
perspective (6th ed.). New York: NY: McGraw-Hill.

Bellman, S., Robinson, J. A., Wooley, B., & Varan, D. (2017). The effects of social TV on television
advertising effectiveness. Journal of Marketing Communications, 23(1), 73-91.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13527266.2014.921637

Bellman, S., Rossiter, J. R., Schweda, A., & Varan, D. (2012). How coviewing reduces the effectiveness of
TV advertising. Journal of Marketing Communications, 18(5), 363-378.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13527266.2010.531750

Beriain, A. (2013). Measurement of advertising effectiveness: How different theories about the relative
importance of sales vs. recall/recognition vs. emotion were popular. China-USA Business Review,
12(10), 1017-1024. https://doi.org/10.17265/1537-1514/2013.10.008

Bhat, S., & Reddy, S. K. (2001). The impact of parent brand attribute associations and affect on brand
extension evaluation. Journal of Business Research, 53(3), 111-122.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(99)00115-0

Brasel, S. A., & Gips, J. (2011). Media multitasking behavior: Concurrent television and computer usage.
Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and Social Networking, 14(9), 527-534.
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2010.0350



1586 C. Lin, H. Lin, Yeo, and P. Lin International Journal of Communication 15(2021)

Ching, R. K., Tong, P., Chen, J. S., & Chen, H. Y. (2013). Narrative online advertising: Identification and
its effects on attitude toward a product. Internet Research, 23(4), 414-438.
https://doi.org/10.1108/IntR-04-2012-0077

Cohen, E. L., & Lancaster, A. L. (2014). Individual differences in in-person and social media television
coviewing: The role of emotional contagion, need to belong, and coviewing orientation.
Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and Social Networking, 17(8), 512-518.
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2013.0484

comScore. (2012). comScore releases the “"2012 Mobile Future in Focus” report. Retrieved from
https://www.comscore.com/Insights/Press-Releases/2012/2/comScore-Releases-the-2012-
Mobile-Future-in-Focus-Report

Csikszentmihalyi, M., & LeFevre, J. (1989). Optimal experience in work and leisure. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 56(5), 815-822.

Davtyan, D., & Cunningham, I. (2017). An investigation of brand placement effects on brand attitudes and
purchase intentions: Brand placements versus TV commercials. Journal of Business Research,
70(January), 160-167. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.08.023

Devoe, M. (1956). Effective advertising copy. New York, NY: Macmillan.

Dopson, E. (2019). Videos vs. images: Which drives more engagement in Facebook ads? Retrieved from
https://databox.com/videos-vs-images-in-facebook-ads

Ducheneaut, N., Moore, R. J., Oehlberg, L., Thornton, J. D., & Nickell, E. (2008). Social TV: Designing for
distributed, sociable television viewing. International Journal of Human-Computer Interaction,
24(2), 136-154. https://doi.org/10.1080/10447310701821426

Ellison, N. B., Steinfield, C., & Lampe, C. (2007). The benefits of Facebook “friends”: Social capital and
college students’ use of online social network sites. Journal of Computer-Mediated
Communication, 12(4), 1143-1168. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1083-6101.2007.00367.x

Garaus, M., Wagner, U., & Back, A. M. (2017). The effect of media multitasking on advertising message
effectiveness. Psychology & Marketing, 34(2), 138-156. https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.20980

Geerts, D., Garcia, P., & Bulterman, D. (2008, October). The implications of program genres for the design
of social television systems. Paper presented at the meeting of International Conference on
Designing Interactive User Experiences for TV and Video 2008 (UXTV), Silicon Valley, California.
Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1145/1453805.1453822



International Journal of Communication 15(2021) Influence of Social TV Multitasking Behavior 1587

Gross, T., Fetter, M., & Paul-Stueve, T. (2008). Toward advanced social TV in a cooperative media space.
International Journal of Human-Computer Interaction, 24(2), 155-173.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10447310701821491

Gupta, P. B., & Gould, S. J. (1997). Consumers’ perceptions of the ethics and acceptability of product
placements in movies: Product category and individual differences. Journal of Current Issues &
Research in Advertising, 19(1), 37-50. https://doi.org/10.1080/10641734.1997.10505056

Interactive Advertising Bureau. (2015). The changing TV experience: Attitudes and usage across multiple
screens. Retrieved from https://www.iab.com/wp-
content/uploads/2015/05/TheChangingTVExperience.pdf

Jessen, I. B., & Graakjeer, N. J. (2013). Cross-media communication in advertising: Exploring multimodal
connections between television commercials and websites. Visual Communication, 12(4), 437-
458. https://doi.org/10.1177/1470357213497665

Jin, S. A. A. (2011). "I feel present. Therefore, I experience flow”: A structural equation modeling
approach to flow and presence in video games. Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 55(1),
114-136. https://doi.org/10.1080/08838151.2011.546248

Joo, M., Wilbur, K. C., Cowgill, B., & Zhu, Y. (2013). Television advertising and online search.
Management Science, 60(1), 56-73. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2013.1741

Kachamas, P. (2016). Shaping interactive marketing communication (IMC) through social media analytics
and modelling. In B. Kang & Q. Bai (Eds.), AI 2016: Advances in artificial intelligence. AI 2016.
Lecture notes in computer science, 9992 (pp. 675-681). Cham, Switzerland: Springer. Retrieved
from https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-50127-7_59

Katz, E., Blumler, J., & Gurevitch, M. (1974). The use of mass communication. Beverly Hills, CA: SAGE
Publications.

Kelley, S. W., & Turley, L. W. (2001). Consumer perceptions of service quality attributes at sporting
events. Journal of Business Research, 54(2), 161-166. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-
2963(99)00084-3

Kemp, S. (2018, January 30). Digital in 2018: World'’s Internet users pass the 4 billion mark. We Are
Social. Retrieved from https://wearesocial.com/blog/2018/01/global-digital-report-2018

Khan, M. L. (2017). Social media engagement: What motivates user participation and consumption on
YouTube? Computers in Human Behavior, 66, 236-247.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.09.024



1588 C. Lin, H. Lin, Yeo, and P. Lin International Journal of Communication 15(2021)

Kim, J., Ahn, S. J. G., Kwon, E. S., & Reid, L. N. (2017). TV advertising engagement as a state of
immersion and presence. Journal of Business Research, 76(July), 67-76.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.03.001

Kim, J., & Yu, E. A. (2013). Exploring the effect of personal traits on advertising combining TV and the QR
code. International Journal of Mobile Communications, 11(3), 262-278.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01292986.2016.1202989

Kim, K., Cheong, Y., & Kim, H. (2016). Competition and coexistence of sports media: The case of
watching the 2014 Sochi Winter Olympic Games. Asian Journal of Communication, 26(5), 485-
503. https://doi.org/10.1080/01292986.2016.1202989

Kisielius, J., & Sternthal, B. (1986). Examining the vividness controversy: An availability-valence
interpretation. Journal of Consumer Research, 12(4), 418-431. https://doi.org/10.1086/208527

Ko, H., Cho, C. H., & Roberts, M. S. (2005). Internet uses and gratifications: A structural equation model
of interactive advertising. Journal of Advertising, 34(2), 57-70.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00913367.2005.10639191

Kononova, A., & Chiang, Y. H. (2015). Why do we multitask with media? Predictors of media multitasking
among Internet users in the United States and Taiwan. Computers in Human Behavior, 50, 31-
41. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2015.03.052

Korgaonkar, P. K., & Wolin, L. D. (1999). A multivariate analysis of Web usage. Journal of Advertising
Research, 39(2), 53-68.

Kozak, V., & Barinka, K. (2016). The measurement of product placement. Economic Annals—XXI, 161(9-
10), 66-70. https://doi.org/10.21003/ea.V161-15

Lanceley, J. (2010. October). Gartner says worldwide mobile phone sales grew 35 percent in Third Quarter
2010; Smartphone sales increased 96 percent. PalmAddicts. Retrieved from
https://palmaddict.typepad.com/palmaddicts/2010/11/gartner-says-worldwide-mobile-phone-
sales-grew-35-percent-in-third-quarter-2010-smartphone-sales-inc.html

Lang, P. J. (1995). The emotion probe: Studies of motivation and attention. American Psychologist, 50(5),
372. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.50.5.37

Lavidge, R. J., & Steiner, G. A. (1961). A model for predictive measurements of advertising effectiveness.
Journal of Marketing, 25(6), 59-62. https://doi.org/10.1177/002224296102500611

Lee, A. Y., & Aaker, J. L. (2004). Bringing the frame into focus: The influence of regulatory fit on
processing fluency and persuasion. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 86(2), 205.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.86.2.205



International Journal of Communication 15(2021) Influence of Social TV Multitasking Behavior 1589

Lemon, K. N., & Verhoef, P. C. (2016). Understanding customer experience throughout the customer
journey. Journal of Marketing, 80(6), 69-96. https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.15.0420

McCoy, S., Everard, A., Polak, P., & Galletta, D. (2008). An experimental study of antecedents and
consequences of online ad intrusiveness. International Journal of Human-Computer Interaction,
24(7), 672-699. https://doi.org/10.1080/10447310802335664

McMillan, S. J., & Hwang, J. S. (2002). Measures of perceived interactivity: An exploration of the role of
direction of communication, user control, and time in shaping perceptions of interactivity. Journal
of Advertising, 31(3), 29-42. https://doi.org/10.1080/00913367.2002.10673674

Nakamura, J., Csikszentmihalyi, M., Snyder, C. R., & Lopez, S. J. (2002). The concept of flow. In C. R.
Snyder & S. J. Lopez (Eds.), Handbook of positive psychology (pp. 89-105). Oxford, UK: Oxford
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1080/02650487.1993.11104518

Nebenzahl, I. D., & Secunda, E. (1993). Consumers’ attitudes toward product placement in movies.
International Journal of Advertising, 12(1), 1-11.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02650487.1993.11104518

Nelson, M. R. (2002). Recall of brand placements in computer/video games. Journal of Advertising
Research, 42(2), 80-92. https://doi.org/10.2501/JAR-42-2-80-92

Nisbett, R. E., & Ross, L. (1980). Human inference: Strategies and shortcomings of social judgment.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. https://doi.org/10.2307/2184495

Norris, C. E., & Colman, A. M. (1992). Context effects on recall and recognition of magazine
advertisements. Journal of Advertising, 21(3), 37-46.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00913367.1992.10673374

Nunnally, J. C., & Bernstein, I. H. (1994). The assessment of reliability. Psychometric Theory, 3(1), 248-292.

O’'Donohoe, S. (1994). Advertising uses and gratifications. European Journal of Marketing, 28(8-9), 52—
75. https://doi.org/10.1108/03090569410145706

Ophir, E., Nass, C., & Wagner, A. D. (2009). Cognitive control in media multitaskers. Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences, 106(37), 15583-15587.
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0903620106

Pan, T., Shu, F., Kitterlin-Lynch, M., & Beckman, E. (2021). Perceptions of cruise travel during the COVID-
19 pandemic: Market recovery strategies for cruise businesses in North America. Tourism
Management, 85(August), 104275. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2020.104275



1590 C. Lin, H. Lin, Yeo, and P. Lin International Journal of Communication 15(2021)

Papacharissi, Z., & Rubin, A. M. (2000). Predictors of Internet use. Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic
Media, 44(2), 175-196. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15506878jobem4402_2

Pike, S., & Page, S. J. (2014). Destination marketing organizations and destination marketing: A narrative
analysis of the literature. Tourism Management, 41(April), 202-227.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2013.09.009

Pilotta, J. J., Schultz, D. E., Drenik, G., & Rist, P. (2004). Simultaneous media usage: A critical consumer
orientation to media planning. Journal of Consumer Behaviour, 3(3), 285-292.
https://doi.org/10.1002/cb.141

PQ Media. (2020). Global product placement forecast. Retrieved from
https://www.pgmedia.com/product/global-product-placement-forecast-2020

Rejon-Guardia, F., & Martinez-Lépez, F. J. (2014). Online advertising intrusiveness and consumers’
avoidance behaviors. In F. J. Martinez-Lopez & M. Group (Eds.), Handbook of strategic e-business
management (pp. 565-586). Berlin, Germany: Springer.

Ropha, A., & Adriena, A. (2018). The effectiveness of product placement in a 60 second video and its
influence towards consumer behaviour. Unpublished manuscript, Faculty of Business
Management, Universiti Teknologi Mara. Retrieved from http://ir.uitm.edu.my/id/eprint/21508/

Rosenkrans, G., & Myers, K. (2012). Mobile advertising effectiveness. International Journal of Mobile
Marketing, 7(3), 5-24.

Rubin, A. M. (1983). Television uses and gratifications: The interactions of viewing patterns and
motivations. Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 27(1), 37-51.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08838158309386471

Rubin, A. M. (2009). Uses and gratifications: An evolving perspective of media effects. In R. L. Nabi & M.
B. Oliver (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of media processes and effects (pp. 147-159). Los Angeles,
CA: SAGE Publications.

Ruggiero, T. E. (2000). Uses and gratifications theory in the 21st century. Mass Communication and
Society, 3(1), 3-37. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327825MCS0301_02

Saadé, R., & Bahli, B. (2005). The impact of cognitive absorption on perceived usefulness and perceived
ease of use in on-line learning: An extension of the technology acceptance model. Information &
Management, 42(2), 317-327. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2003.12.013

Sherry, J. L. (2004). Flow and media enjoyment. Communication Theory, 14(4), 328-347.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2885.2004.tb00318.x



International Journal of Communication 15(2021) Influence of Social TV Multitasking Behavior 1591

Shin, D. H. (2016). Do users experience real sociability through social TV? Analyzing parasocial behavior
in relation to social TV. Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 60(1), 140-159.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08838151.2015.1127247

Spalding, L., Cole, S., & Fayer, A. (2009). How rich-media technology boosts branding goals. Journal of
Advertising Research, 49(3), 285-292. https://doi.org/10.2501/S0021849909090497

Srivastava, R. K. (2016). Promoting brands through product placement in successful and unsuccessful
films in emerging markets. Journal of Promotion Management, 22(3), 281-300.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10496491.2015.1095831

Statista. (2015). Product placement spending worldwide and in select countries in 2012, 2014 and 2019
(in million U.S. dollars). Retrieved from https://www.statista.com/statistics/261454/global-
product-placement-spending/

Statista. (2016). The last time you were using the Internet while watching TV, which of the following
devices did you use for going online? Retrieved from
https://www.statista.com/statistics/370981/second-screen-device-usage-taiwan/

Statista. (2020). Most popular smartphone activities of second screen users in the United States while
watching TV as of January 2019. Retrieved from
https://www.statista.com/statistics/455377/smartphone-usage-while-watching-tv/

Steuer, J. S. (1995). Vividness and source of evaluation as determinants of social responses toward
mediated representations of agency (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Stanford University,
Stanford, California.

Sundar, S. S. (2000). Multimedia effects on processing and perception of online news: A study of picture,
audio, and video downloads. Journalism & Mass Communication Quarterly, 77(3), 480-499.
https://doi.org/10.1177/107769900007700302

Sundar, S. S. (2008). The MAIN model: A heuristic approach to understanding technology effects on
credibility. In M. J. Metzger & A. J. Flanagin (Eds.), Digital media, youth, and credibility (pp. 73—
100). Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Sundar, S. S., & Limperos, A. M. (2013). Uses and grats 2.0: New gratifications for new media. Journal of
Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 57(4), 504-525.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08838151.2013.845827

Vandeberg, L., Murre, J. M., Voorveld, H. A., & Smit, E. G. (2015). Dissociating explicit and implicit effects
of cross-media advertising. International Journal of Advertising, 34(5), 744-764.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02650487.2015.1011023



1592 C. Lin, H. Lin, Yeo, and P. Lin International Journal of Communication 15(2021)

Varan, D., Murphy, J., Hofacker, C. F., Robinson, J. A., Potter, R. F., & Bellman, S. (2013). What works
best when combining television sets, PCs, tablets, or mobile phones? How synergies across
devices result from cross-device effects and cross-format synergies. Journal of Advertising
Research, 53(2), 212-220. https://doi.org/10.2501/JAR-53-2-212-220

Voorveld, H. A. (2011). Media multitasking and the effectiveness of combining online and radio
advertising. Computers in Human Behavior, 27(6), 2200-2206.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2011.06.016

Wang, T. L. (2014). The usage behaviors, motivations and gratifications of using user-generated media:
The case study of Taiwan’s YouTube. Advances in Journalism and Communication, 2(4), 137-
150. https://doi.org/10.4236/ajc.2014.24015

Wijaya, B. S. (2012). The development of hierarchy of effects model in advertising. International Research
Journal of Business Studies, 5(1), 73-85. https://doi.org/10.21632/irjbs.5.1.73-85

Xu, D., & Guo, L. (2018). Use and gratifications of singing competition reality shows: Linking narcissism
and gratifications sought with the multimedia viewing of Chinese audiences. Mass Communication
and Society, 21(2), 198-224. https://doi.org/10.1080/15205436.2017.1404616

Yang, F., & Guo, S. (2015). The moderating effect of imagery ability on perceived vividness: The case of
HPV vaccine advertising in China. Chinese Journal of Communication, 8(2), 177-195.

Zeithaml, V. A. (1988). Consumer perceptions of price, quality, and value: A means-end model and
synthesis of evidence. Journal of Marketing, 53(3), 2-22.
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224298805200302



International Journal of Communication 15(2021) Influence of Social TV Multitasking Behavior 1593

Appendix: Measuring Items

Brand Memory

1. Please recall the brand shown in the episode you watched.

2. Which brands’ products were shown in the video you watched?

3. Did you notice the brand in the episode you watched?

Brand Attitude

1. This is a good brand to me.

2. This brand is lovely to me.

3. This brand is attractive to me.

Advertisement Attitude

1. This advertisement is interesting to me.

2. This advertisement is attractive to me.

3. This advertisement is lovely to me.

Purchase Intention

1. I will buy this product.

2. I will buy this product when I need it.

3. I will consider buying this product.

Gratification

1. Watching episodes can increase my opportunities to talk to others.

2. Watching episodes can increase my interaction with others.

3. I enjoy the plot more when watching episodes with others.

4. I enjoy the excitement resulting from that episode.

5. The episode is interesting to me.

6. I love to watch this episode.

7. Watching episodes releases my daily stresses.

8. Watching episodes helps me to gain rest from daily life.

9. I watch episodes when I want to relax.

Flow experiences

1. I think I experienced flow when I watched the episode.

2. I think I experienced flow most of times that I watched the episode.

3. The level of flow experience that I experienced when I watched the episode.

Multimedia usage behavior

1. When I watch TV, I also use a personal computer to watch online videos, social media, or other online
content such as searching for information or checking e-mail.

2. When I watch TV, I also use offline functions on the personal computer.

3. When I watch TV, I also use a laptop to watch online videos, social media, or other online content such
as searching for information or checking e-mail.

4. When I watch TV, I also use offline functions on the laptop.

5. When I watch TV, I also use a tablet to watch online videos, social media, or other online content such
as searching for information or checking e-mail.

6. When I watch TV, I also use a tablet to talk to someone via LINE, Messenger, FaceTime, etc.

7. When I watch TV, I also use a tablet to send messages.
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8. When I watch TV, I also use a phone to watch online videos, social media, or other online content such
as searching for information or checking e-mail.

9. When I watch TV, I also use a phone to send messages.

10. When I watch TV, I also use audio such as listening to music or radio.

11. When I watch TV, I also play video games.

12. When I watch TV, I also read print media such as magazine, fliers, or catalogs.

13. None of those items mentioned above.



