Study 3: Influence of Photo Angle on Brand Perceptions
Methodology

The purpose of Study 3 is to provide more evidence that photo angle influences
perceptions and evaluation of food images, and to provide initial evidence that photo angle has
an impact on brand perceptions. The study employed a two-condition study looking at the impact
of the photo angle (Side Angle, Overhead). We had 99 participants take our survey. Each
participant was randomly placed in one of two conditions to evaluate a specific photo. The two
conditions were Side Angle and Overhead. All of the photos are of a piece of chocolate cake
with chocolate frosting (the same picture as used in Study 1). The below image shows a visual
depiction of the conditions that each participant could be placed in, and the photo that they

evaluated:

Participants were asked to evaluate the photo they were shown along a series of dimensions.
Participants were told that the picture they were seeing was potentially going to be used on social
media accounts that belong to Taylor’s Restaurant (a fictional restaurant). We chose the name
Taylor’s as it was generic enough to be either owned by a male or female, and nothing about the
name of the restaurant created any preconceived notions of the restaurant (solely based off of the

name). They were asked:
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* Please rate to the extent to which you believe the food shown in this picture would be
Tasty (1 = Not Tasty to 7 = Tasty), Healthy (1 = Unhealthy to 7 = Healthy), Enjoyable (1
= Not Enjoyable to 7 = Enjoyable), Beneficial (1 = Not Beneficial to 7 = Beneficial),
Pleasurable (1 = Not Pleasurable to 7 = Pleasurable), and Nutritious (1 = Not Nutritious
to 7 = Nutritious). All of these scores are labeled as the 7-value in Appendix C.

* How likely would you be to visit the bakery (1 = Not at all likely to 7 = Very likely)?
These scores are labeled Visit in Appendix C.

* How likely would you be to order the food shown in this image (1 = Not at all likely to 7
= Very likely)? These scores are labeled Order in Appendix C.

* To what extent do you want to eat this food right now (1 = Not at all to 7= Very much)?
These scores are labeled Desire in Appendix C.

* How likely would you be to interact with this picture if you saw it on social media (1 =
Not at all likely to 7 = Very likely)? These scores are labeled SocialMedia in Appendix
C.

The above questions were the exact same as Study 2. Study 3 is different as we asked a series of
brand perception questions. These were developed off of the framework of Siguaw et. al’s Brand
Personality Scale (Siguaw, Mattila, and Austin, 1999). Participants were asked to evaluate your
perceptions of Taylor’s Restaurant using the following scales (all of them are on a scale of 1 to
7): Unapproachable (1) to Approachable (7); Conservative (1) to Progressive (7); Disagreeable
(1) to Personable (7); Traditional (1) to Trendy (7); Serious (1) to Humorous (7); Slow (1) to
Fast (7); Local Restaurant (1) to National Chain (7); Inexpensive (1) to Expensive (7); Dishonest

(1) to Honest (7); Unfriendly (1) to Friendly (7); Cookie-Cutter (1) to Unique (7); Dull (1) to
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Exciting (7); and Feminine (1) to Masculine (7). All of these scores are labeled as the “7” value

(Approachable, Progressive, etc.) in Appendix C.

We expected the Overhead photos would be evaluated more favorably for Healthy,
Enjoyable, Beneficial, Pleasurable, Nutritious, and Social Media for the food-related dependent
variables; and Approachable, Progressive, Personable, Trendy, Friendly, Unique, and Exciting
for the brand perception-related variables. We expected the Side Angle photos would be
evaluated more favorably for Tasty, Visiting, Ordering, and Eating for the food-related
dependent variables; and Humorous, Fast, National Chain, Expensive, and Masculine in the

brand perception-related variables.

Results

We analyzed the effect that photo angle had on ten food-related dependent variables
(Tasty, Healthy, Enjoyable, Beneficial, Pleasurable, Nutritious, Visit, Order, Desire, and
SocialMedia). There were no significant effects for photo angle for any of these variables.

We analyzed the effect that photo angle had on thirteen brand perception-related
dependent variables (Approachable, Progressive, Personable, Trendy, Humorous, Fast,
NationalChain, Expensive, Honest, Friendly, Unique, Exciting, and Masculine), and will discuss
the variables that had significant results in what follows.

Approachable. Using Approachable as a dependent variable, we conducted a one-way ANOVA
with photo angle (Side Angle, Overhead) as between-subjects factors. The results revealed a
significant effect for photo angle (F(1,96) = 5.755, p <.05), such that participants evaluated the

Overhead image (M = 5.98) more favorably than the Side Angle image (M = 5.47).
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Personable. Using Personable as a dependent variable, we conducted a one-way ANOVA with
photo angle (Side Angle, Overhead) as between-subjects factors. The results revealed a
significant effect for photo angle (F(1,96) = 5.184, p <.05), such that participants evaluated the
Overhead photo (M = 5.76) more favorably than the Side Angle photo (M = 5.31).
Trendy. Using Trendy as a dependent variable, we conducted a one-way ANOVA with photo
angle (Side Angle, Overhead) as between-subjects factors. The results revealed a marginally
significant effect for photo angle (F(1,96) = 3.231 p <.10), such that participants evaluated the
Overhead photo (M = 5.12) more favorably than the Side Angle photo (M = 4.55).
Exciting. Using Exciting as a dependent variable, we conducted a one-way ANOVA with photo
angle (Side Angle, Overhead) as between-subjects factors. The results revealed a marginally
significant effect for photo angle (F(1,96) =2.656 p <.10), such that participants evaluated the
Overhead photo (M = 5.14) more favorably than the Side Angle photo (M = 4.67).

The other nine variables (Progressive, Humorous, Fast, NationalChain, Expensive,
Honest, Friendly, Unique, and Masculine) were all non-significant. Please see Appendix C for

full results.

Discussion

When we were first embarking on our quest to determine if photo angle impacted
perceptions and evaluation of food photos, we decided to focus on moderating the effect of the
photo angle by different food types or dichotomous food positioning (Healthy food v Indulgent
food, Traditional bakeries v New Age bakeries). After analyzing our results from Study 2, we
decided to take a slight pivot and explore how photo angle could impact brand perceptions in

addition to dichotomous food positioning. In Study 3 we took a step back by using a two
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condition study (instead of a 2 x 2 study) focusing solely on photo angle to see if we could gather
more solid data for our baseline research question, and to see if the difference in evaluation of
photo angle could impact brand perceptions. We also wanted to see if hunger played a
contributing factor to the evaluation of the photos. Hunger was controlled for in our data
analysis, and we found that hunger was not significant in any evaluation.

Study 3 achieved its desired results in terms of brand perceptions regarding a restaurant
being considered Approachable, Personable, Trendy, and Exciting, but it did not provide more
solid data for food perceptions or actionable intentions (visit the restaurant, order the food, desire
to eat the food right now, or interact with the photo on social media). The brand perceptions are
associated with the restaurant as a whole, not solely the food depicted. We also found that hunger
slightly influenced the evaluation of the photos, but not significantly. This is an area for future
research.

Overhead photos were evaluated more favorably than Side Angle photos for the four
variables that showed a (marginally) statistically significant effect (Approachable, Personable,
Trendy, and Exciting), (Approachable — 5.98 v 5.47, Personable — 5.76 v 5.31, Trendy — 5.12 v
4.55, and Exciting — 5.14 v 4.67). These results support our hypothesis that Overhead photos
create brand perceptions (loosely) associated with being hip, artsy, cool, and general social
trends. This ties back into our theoretical framework that bird’s eye view (Overhead) photos
appeal to consumers with more of an artistic flair/attentiveness to social trends because they are
given the opportunity to view the photo from a more comprehensive vantage point and can
appreciate everything about the photo.

The implications of this data are that if a restaurant is trying to position themselves as

Approachable, Personable, Trendy, and/or Exciting, they should take photos of their food from
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Overhead. The data from this study does not show that the Overhead angle will also create
positive perceptions about the actual food at the restaurant, but the data does show that Overhead
photos can be effectively utilized to position a restaurant as Approachable, Personable, Trendy
and/or Exciting. This is not saying that these attributes are desirable for all restaurants or
consumers. The data shows that if a restaurant wants to be thought of as Approachable,
Personable, Trendy and/or Exciting in the minds of consumers, then restaurant should take
photos of their food from Overhead.

Our fourth and final study looks to further explore the effect of photo angle on brand

perceptions through the moderator of media type.

26



Study 4: The Moderating Role of Media Type
Methodology

The purpose of Study 4 is to find further evidence that photo angle impacts perceptions
and evaluations of the food depicted and brand perceptions of the restaurant promoting the food.
Study 4 also looks to explore the impact of photo angle as moderated by media type (Instagram
and Print). We had 246 participants take our survey. The study employed a 2 (photo angle: Side
Angle, Overhead) X 2 (media type: Instagram, Print) between-subjects design. Each participant
was randomly placed in one of four conditions to evaluate a specific photo. The four conditions
were: Instagram Side Angle, Instagram Overhead, Print Side Angle, and Print Overhead. All of
the photos are of a piece of chocolate cake with chocolate frosting (the same picture as used in
Study 1 and Study 3). The moderator for this study was whether the participants were viewing
the photos as if they were on Instagram, or as if they were viewing the photo as if they were in an
ad in a magazine. We used Taylor’s Restaurant (a fictional restaurant) as the advertiser in both
situations. We differentiated these through a written description of what type of marketing
material that the participants were going to be evaluating before they saw either a Side Angle or
Overhead photo of chocolate cake. For the Instagram photos, we created an Instagram account
for Taylor’s Restaurant and created a logo for the account. The photos were posted on Instagram,
and then a screenshot was taken so that the essence of the post could be used in the study. For the
Print photos, we created an ad that felt simple and elegant to match the photo of the cake and the
logo of Taylor’s Restaurant. This was done in Microsoft PowerPoint. For those participants that
were evaluating either a Side Angle or Overhead photo for Instagram marketing, they read this

description before evaluating the photo:
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Below is a post that could potentially be used on the Instagram account that belongs to
Taylor's Restaurant. Please take a few moments to examine the post and then click continue

to answer some questions about it.

For those participants that were evaluating either a Side Angle or Overhead photo being used for

Print, they read this description before evaluating the photo:

Below is a potential print ad for Taylor's Restaurant that would appear in a magazine. Please
take a few moments to examine the print ad and then click continue to answer some

questions about it.

At the end of the survey, we asked participants what they were asked to evaluate (Print
Advertisement, Instagram Post, or I don’t remember). If the participant did not select the option
of the marketing material that they were evaluating (or selected I don’t remember), their data was
discarded. The below image shows a visual depiction of the conditions that each participant

could be placed in, and the photo that they evaluated:
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Participants were asked to evaluate the photo they were shown along a series of dimensions. All

questions were asked on a 1-7 scale:

Please rate Taylor’s Restaurant on the following dimensions: Unpleasant (1) to Pleasant
(7), Unfavorable (1) to Favorable (7), and Bad (1) to Good (7). These score are labeled as
the 7-value in Appendix D. A composite of these three categories was also created, and
labeled as RestaurantEvaluation in Appendix D.

Please rate to the extent to which you believe the food shown in this picture would be
Tasty (1 = Not Tasty to 7 = Tasty), Healthy (1 = Unhealthy to 7 = Healthy), Enjoyable (1
= Not Enjoyable to 7 = Enjoyable), Beneficial (1 = Not Beneficial to 7 = Beneficial),
Pleasurable (1 = Not Pleasurable to 7 = Pleasurable), and Nutritious (1 = Not Nutritious
to 7 = Nutritious). All of these scores are labeled as the 7-value in Appendix D.

How likely would you be to visit the restaurant (1 = Not at all likely to 7 = Very likely)?
These scores are labeled Visit in Appendix D.

How likely would you be to order the food shown in this image (1 = Not at all likely to 7
= Very likely)? These scores are labeled Order in Appendix D.

To what extent do you want to eat this food right now (1 = Not at all to 7 = Very much)?
These scores are labeled Desire in Appendix D.

How likely would you be to interact with this picture if you saw it on social media (1 =
Not at all likely to 7 = Very likely)? These scores are labeled SocialMedia in Appendix
D.

Please evaluate your perceptions of Taylor’s Restaurant using the following scales (all of
them are on a scale of 1 to 7): Unapproachable (1) to Approachable (7); Conservative (1)

to Progressive (7); Disagreeable (1) to Personable (7); Traditional (1) to Trendy (7);
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Serious (1) to Humorous (7); Slow (1) to Fast (7); Local Restaurant (1) to National Chain
(7); Inexpensive (1) to Expensive (7); Dishonest (1) to Honest (7); Unfriendly (1) to
Friendly (7); Cookie-Cutter (1) to Unique (7); Dull (1) to Exciting (7); and Feminine (1)
to Masculine (7). All of these scores are labeled as the 7-value (Approachable,

Progressive, etc.) in Appendix D.

We expected the Instagram Overhead photos would be evaluated more favorably in the
categories of Pleasant, Favorable, and Good for the restaurant-related dependent variables;
Healthy, Enjoyable, Beneficial, Pleasurable, Nutritious, and Social Media for the food-related
dependent variables; and Approachable, Progressive, Personable, Trendy, Friendly, Unique, and
Exciting for the brand perception-related dependent variables. We expected the Print Side Angle
photos would be evaluated more favorably in Tasty, Visiting, Ordering, and Eating for the food-
related dependent variables; and Humorous, Fast, National Chain, Expensive, and Masculine in

the brand perception-related dependent variables.

Results

We analyzed the effect that photo angle and media type had on 14 food-related dependent
variables (Pleasant, Favorable, Good, RestaurantEvaluation, Tasty, Healthy, Enjoyable,
Beneficial, Pleasurable, Nutritious, Visit, Order, Desire, and SocialMedia), and we will discuss
the variables that had significant results in what follows.
Favorable. Using Favorable as a dependent variable, we conducted a two-way ANOVA with
photo angle (Side Angle, Overhead) and media type (Instagram, Print) as between-subjects
factors. The results revealed a marginally significant main effect for interaction between photo

angle and media type (F(1,241) =2.956, p <.10), such that participants evaluated the Instagram
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photo from a Side Angle (M = 6.16) more favorably than the Instagram photo from Overhead (M
= 5.76); and that participants evaluated the Print photo from Overhead (M = 6.07) more
favorably than the Instagram photo from a Side Angle (M = 5.98). There was neither a main
effect for photo angle (F(1,241) = 1.454, p > .10), nor a main effect for media type (F(1,241) =
.184, p > .10), nor an interaction between photo angle and media type (F(1,241) = 1.267, p >
.10).

Visit. Using Visit as a dependent variable, we conducted a two-way ANOVA with photo angle
(Side Angle, Overhead) and media type (Instagram, Print) as between-subjects factors. The
results revealed a significant main effect for photo angle (F(1,241) = 3.894, p < .05), such that
participants evaluated the Side Angle image (M = 5.40) more favorably than the Overhead image
(M =5.06). There was neither a main effect for media type (F(1,241) =.478, p > .05), nor an
interaction between photo angle and media type (F(1,241) = .085, p > .05).

Order. Using Order as a dependent variable, we conducted a two-way ANOVA with photo angle
(Side Angle, Overhead) and media type (Instagram, Print) as between-subjects factors. The
results revealed a marginally significant main effect for photo angle (F(1,241) =3.328, p <.10),
such that participants evaluated the Side Angle photo (M =4.91) more favorably than the
Overhead photo (M = 4.49). There was neither a main effect for media type (F(1,241) =2.148, p
>.10), nor an interaction between photo angle and media type (F(1,241) =.033, p > .10).

Desire. Using Desire as a dependent variable, we conducted a two-way ANOVA with photo
angle (Side Angle, Overhead) and media type (Instagram, Print) as between-subjects factors. The
results revealed a marginally significant main effect for photo angle (F(1,241) =3.255, p <.10),

such that participants evaluated the Side Angle photo (M = 4.83) more favorably than the
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Overhead photo (M = 4.33). There was neither a main effect for media type (F(1,241) =2.463, p
>.10), nor an interaction between photo angle and media type (F(1,241) = 1.267, p > .10).
Social Media. Using Social Media as a dependent variable, we conducted a two-way ANOVA
with photo angle (Side Angle, Overhead) and media type (Instagram, Print) as between-subjects
factors. The results revealed a significant main effect for photo angle (F(1,241) =4.879, p <.05),
such that participants evaluated the Side Angle photo (M = 3.50) more favorably than the
Overhead photo (M = 2.93). There was neither a main effect for media type (F(1,241) =1.742, p
>.05), nor an interaction between photo angle and media type (F(1,241) =1.619, p > .05).

We analyzed the effect that photo angle had on thirteen brand perception-related
dependent variables (Approachable, Progressive, Personable, Trendy, Humorous, Fast,
NationalChain, Expensive, Honest, Friendly, Unique, Exciting, and Masculine), and will discuss
the variables that had significant results in what follows.

Progressive. Using Progressive as a dependent variable, we conducted a two-way ANOVA with
photo angle (Side Angle, Overhead) and media type (Instagram, Print) as between-subjects
factors. The results revealed a significant main effect for photo angle (F(1,241) =9.971, p <.05),
such that participants evaluated the Overhead photo (M = 5.06) more favorably than the Side
Angle photo (M = 4.55). There was neither a main effect for media type (F(1,241) =.180, p >
.05), nor an interaction between photo angle and media type (F(1,241) =.037, p > .05).

Trendy. Using Trendy as a dependent variable, we conducted a two-way ANOVA with photo
angle (Side Angle, Overhead) and media type (Instagram, Print) as between-subjects factors. The
results revealed a significant main effect for photo angle (F(1,241) = 4.956, p < .05), such that

participants evaluated the Overhead photo (M = 5.34) more favorably than the Side Angle photo
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(M =4.92). There was neither a main effect for media type (F(1,241) =.019, p > .05), nor an
interaction between photo angle and media type (F(1,241) =.106, p > .05).
Expensive. Using Expensive as a dependent variable, we conducted a two-way ANOVA with
photo angle (Side Angle, Overhead) and media type (Instagram, Print) as between-subjects
factors. The results revealed a significant main effect for photo angle (F(1,241) = 6.058, p <.05),
such that participants evaluated the Overhead photo (M = 5.34) more favorably than the Side
Angle image (M = 5.02). There was a significant main effect for media type (F(1,241) = 14.889,
p <.05), such that participants evaluated the Print photo (M = 5.43) more favorably than the
Instagram photo (M = 4.94). There was no main effect for interaction between photo angle and
media type (F(1,241) = 1.369, p > .05).
Friendly. Using Friendly as a dependent variable, we conducted a two-way ANOVA with photo
angle (Side Angle, Overhead) and media type (Instagram, Print) as between-subjects factors. The
results revealed a marginally significant main effect for photo angle (F(1,241) =3.735, p <.10),
such that participants evaluated the Side Angle photo (M = 5.48) more favorably than the
Overhead photo (M = 5.02). There was neither a main effect for media type (F(1,241) =.683, p >
.10), nor an interaction between photo angle and media type (F(1,241) = 1.120, p > .10).

The other variables were all non-significant for main effects and interactions. Please see

Appendix D for full results.

Discussion
Taking our positive results from Study 3 (brand perceptions are influenced by photo
angle), we wanted to moderate food photo evaluations and brand perceptions through the media

type used for an advertisement. We chose to use Instagram and Print as our two mediums
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because we thought that photos used in an Instagram post would be evaluated more favorably
from Overhead (especially for brand perception-related dependent variables), while photos used
in a Print ad (in a magazine) would be evaluated more favorably from a Side Angle (particularly
for the food-related dependent variables). For the photos used in Instagram posts, we thought
Overhead photos would be evaluated more favorably because Instagram’s user base is a younger
demographic and has more of an artistic flair/attentiveness to social trends. For the photos used
in Print ads, we thought that Side Angle photos would be evaluated more favorably because Print
ads are generally more effective for an older demographic and those that do not have the same
artistic flair/attentiveness to social trends like their Instagram-friendly counterparts.

Study 4 achieved most of its desired results. We did find a marginally significant
interaction term between photo angle and media type for a restaurant-related dependent variable
(Favorable). We found (marginally) significant main effects for photo angle for all actionable
intentions (visit the restaurant, order the food, desire to eat the food right now, or interact with
the photo on social media). We found a significant main effect for media type for the brand
perception-related dependent variable of Expensive. Finally, we found significant main effects
for photo angle for four brand perception-related dependent variables (Progressive, Trendy,
Expensive, and Friendly) (Friendly was only marginally significant).

In Study 4, we are able to show which angle food should be photographed to create a
Favorable restaurant perception. This is important for restaurants when they determine which
photo to be used for each type of advertisement utilized in their marketing mix. In our study we
show that if a restaurant is placing an advertisement on Instagram they should use a Side Angle
photo, as they are evaluated more favorably than Overhead photos (6.16 v 5.76). If a restaurant is

placing an advertisement using Print (such as in a magazine) they should use an Overhead photo,
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as they are evaluated more favorably than Side Angle photos (6.07 v 5.98). This does not support
our hypothesis, and our overall results that Overhead photos should be used when the
psychographic persona of the intended consumer has more of an artistic flair/attentiveness to
social trends (such as Instagram users). We would like to research this further in future studies
and gather more data to provide a more solid conclusion.

Study 4 also provides data that creates implications for actionable intentions based on
photo angle. We are grouping the variables of Visit, Order, Desire, and Social Media as one
meta-variable of actionable intentions as all four of these are indicative of actual behavior. The
other variables that look at perceptions are valuable as perceptions drive behavior, but
behavioral-related variables drive direct intentions, which in turn can create value for both the
business and consumer. For all of the actionable intentions variables, the Side Angle photos were
evaluated more favorably than Overhead photos (Visit — 5.40 v 5.06, Order — 4.91 v 4.49, Desire
—4.83 v 4.33, and Social Media — 3.50 v 2.93). This means that if a restaurant wants a consumer
to visit their restaurant, order their food, desire to eat their food right now, or interact with the
photo on social media, they should be taking food photos from a Side Angle. Our hypothesis was
supported for three out of the four variables (not Social Media — again this goes back to our
assumption that Overhead photos appeal to those with an artistic flair/attentiveness to social
trends, like the typical persona of heavy social media users).

We found a significant main effect for media type for the brand perception-related
dependent variable of Expensive. Our data shows that the food depicted in photos used in Print
ads are thought to be more Expensive than food depicted in photos used in Instagram posts (5.43
v 4.94). This could be because Print advertising is generally more expensive than posting on

Instagram, and consumers would think that a restaurant has to charge higher prices to afford
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advertisements in Print media. This data supports our hypothesis. If a restaurant wants to be
perceived as Expensive, they should advertise using Print rather than Instagram.

We found a main effect for photo angle for four out of our thirteen brand perception-
related dependent variables (Progressive, Trendy, Expensive, and Friendly) (Friendly was only
marginally significant). For Progressive, Trendy, and Expensive, Overhead photos were
evaluated more favorably than Side Angle photos (Progressive — 5.06 v 4.55, Trendy - 5.34 v
4.92, and Expensive - 5.34 v 5.02). For Friendly, Side Angle photos were evaluated more
favorably than Overhead photos (5.48 v 5.20). This data contradicts the results from Study 3,
where Friendly Overhead photos were evaluated more favorably than Side Angle photos. Future
research should explore this contradiction more by gathering more data via a variety of
moderators to provide conclusive evidence for which photo angle should be used if a restaurant
wants to position themselves as Friendly. Three out of the four variables support our hypothesis
(not Friendly). This data shows that if a restaurant wants to be perceived as Progressive, Trendy
or Expensive they should take food photos from Overhead. As stated before, this ties back to our
belief that overhead photos appeal to consumers with more of an artistic flair/attentiveness to
social trends because they have an opportunity to appreciate the beauty and creativity that went
into designing the photo.

Between the two studies that explore brand perceptions, the only variable that has a main
effect in both is Trendy. This creates more concrete evidence that restaurants that want to be

considered Trendy should take photos from Overhead.
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Conclusion and Future Research

Across our four studies we see at least one main effect in each study and a marginally
significant interaction term in two of our studies. In three out of four studies we found a main
effect for photo angle, which was the original intention of this research. In both of the two
studies that we explored brand perceptions we found main effects for photo angle, which is the
start of future research to be explored.

Originally we wanted to be able to create recommendations, with conclusive evidence,
for which photo angle to use with distinctive food-positioning platforms, but we did not achieve
this desired result across all of our variables. We were able to provide these recommendations for
one variable in two different studies. We are able to provide specific recommendations for which
photo angle bakeries should use to get consumers to interact with their photos on social media
depending on the type of bakery (Traditional bakeries should use Overhead photos and New Age
bakeries should use Side Angle photos). We are able to provide specific recommendations for
which photo angle restaurants should use if they want to be considered Favorable by consumers
depending on which media type they use (Print ads should use Overhead photos, and Instagram
posts should use Side Angle photos).

Based on our data we can say that photos taken from a Side Angle are generally
evaluated more favorably when dealing with food-related perceptions (taste, aesthetically
appealing, and enjoyable) and when dealing with actionable intentions (visiting a restaurant,
ordering food, desiring the eat the food right away, and interacting with the photo on social
media). As a whole, we can say that photos taken from Overhead are generally evaluated more
favorably for brand perceptions around social trends such as trendy or progressive, or other

attributes that pertain to artistic flair or “being cool.”
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While this research is a good start to exploring the impact of photo angle on food
perceptions and evaluation, there is still much to be researched. At times within our studies, our
data contradicted our proposed hypotheses based around the theoretical framework. In particular,
we found that Side Angle photos were evaluated more favorably than Overhead photos for New
Age bakeries in terms of potential interaction on social media, and Overhead photos were
evaluated more favorably than Side Angle photos for Traditional bakeries in terms of potential
interaction on social media. This goes against other data found in our studies around the photo
angle that will generate the most interaction on social media, and we feel that exploring how
photo angle impacts the potential interaction on social media needs to be researched further
through different moderators to gather more data to provide more directional implications.

Another area of our studies that provided contradictory evidence is around how photo
angle impacts the perception of a restaurant being thought of as Friendly. In Study 3 we showed
that Overhead photos are evaluated more favorably than Side Angle photos in terms of a
restaurant being thought of as Friendly, but in Study 4 we found the opposite. We feel that
exploring how photo angle impacts the perception of a restaurant being Friendly needs to be
researched further through different moderators to gather more data to provide more directional
implications.

Other moderators that we wanted to use to show how photo angle effects evaluation of
food photos and consumption are: if an individual or a business posts pictures of food on social
media, and if a photo of food was viewed in a cookbook or on a menu.

Another avenue for future research would be to focus on how photo angle impacts
interaction on social media. We only asked for potential interaction, but we did not look into any

actual behavior. A study could be designed were photos from different angles are posted on a
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social media platform and the actual number of likes, comments, and shares are tracked. This
could be done for more social media platforms than just Instagram.

All in all, we feel that we have found a gap in the research of photography angles that is
worth exploring. We believe that our studies provide a solid foundation for future research, and

we look forward to seeing this research progress in the future.
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Appendix A

Variable HealthyAngle IndulgAng | Angle Total | HealthyOverhead IndulgOverhead | Over Total | Image Angle P-value
|| 7.60 741 | | 7.36 6.99
7.80 7.77 7.44 7.43
OverallHealth 8.43 2.36 8.25 2.10 5.10 0.130
Order 5.29 5.17 5.10 497 5.04 0.411
SocialMedia 4,50 4.36 4,58 432 4.45 0.946
~ Significant
Variable HealthyAngle HealthyOverhead | HealthyTotal | IndulgAng IndulgOverhead | IndulgTotal | Food Type P-value
ImageEval 7.60 7.36 7.48 7.41 6.99 7.20 0.106
OverallTaste 7.80 7.44 7.62 7.77 7.43 7.60 0.946
OverallHealth 8.43 8.25 5.34 2.36 2.10 2.24 0.000
Order 5.29 5.10 5.20 5.17 497 5.07 0.585
SocialMedia 4.50 4,58 5.54 4.36 432 4,34 0.465
Food
Variable |Type*Angle
P-value
ImageEval 0.601
OveralTaste 0.956
Overall Health 0.786
Order 0.574
SocialMedia 0.835
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Appendix B

Variable NewAngle TradAngle | Total Angle | NewOverhead TradOverhead |Total Overhead | Image Angle P-value
Tasty 6.12 6.42 6.27 6.00 6.20 6.10 0.262
Healthy 3.49 3.72 3.60 3.65 3.37 3.51 0.689
Enjoyable 6.16 6.44 6.30 5.92 6.20 6.06 0.134
Beneficial 437 472 4.54 4.24 4,53 439 0.462
Pleasurable 6.24 6.40 6.32 6.02 6.20 6.11 0.176
Nutritious 3.73 3.88 3.80 4,04 3.88 3.96 0.525
Visit 5.51 5.54 5.52 5.20 5.57 5.39 0.527
Order 5.06 5.40 5.23 484 5.18 5.01 0.361
Desire 4,94 5.24 5.09 473 5.08 491 0.501
SocialMedia 443 4,04 4.24 3.69 4.24 3.97 0.351

Variable

| NewAngle NewOverhead _ Total New _ TradAngle TradOverhead Total TradBrand P

-value

6.12 6.00 6.42 6.20 :
Healthy 3.49 3.65 3.57 3.72 3.37 | 355 | 0906 |
6.16 5.92 6.44 6.20

Beneficial 437 424 431 4,72 4,53 4.63 0.143

Pleasurable 6.24 6.02 6.13 6.40 6.20 6.30 0.251

Nutritious 3.73 4.04 3.88 3.88 3.88 3.88 0.986

Visit 5.51 5.20 5.36 5.54 5.57 5.56 0.360

Order 5.06 4.84 4,85 5.40 5.18 5.29 0.153

Desire 454 4,73 484 5.24 5.08 5.16 0.235

SocialMedia 443 3.65 4.07 4.04 424 4,14 0.779

Variable Image Angle*Brand P-value |

Tasty 0.741
Healthy 0.277
Enjoyable 0.993
Beneficial 0.886
Pleasurable 0.950
Nutritious 0.519
Visit 0.437
Order 0.950
Desire 0.929




Appendix C

Variable

4.67

Angle Mean Overhead Mean | Image Angle P-Value

Humorous
Fast
NationalChain

Expensive
Honest
Friendly
Unique

 Significant
Variable [Angle Mean Overhead Mean | Image Angle P-Value
Tasty 5.96 6.06 0.550
Healthy 2.63 2.38 0.156
Enjoyable 6 6.1 0.609
Beneficial 3.78 3.48 0.272
Pleasurable 6.22 6.14 0.827
Nutrious 2.96 2.8 0.458
Visit 4.94 5 0.935
Order 48 478 0.587
Desire 447 492 0.685
SocialMedia 4.06 3.58 0.148




Appendix D

Variable InstaAngle PrintAngle | Angle Total | InstaOverhead PrintOverhead | Overhead Total | Image Angle P-Value
Pleasant 6.05 6.02 6.03 5.77 6.10 5.93 0.47%
Favorable 6.16 5.98 6.07 5.76 6.07 5.91 0.229
Good 6.13 6.00 6.06 5.76 5.98 5.87 0.168
RestaurantEvaluation 6.11 6.00 6.05 5.76 6.05 5.90 0.233
Tasty 6.16 6.27 6.22 6.08 6.08 6.18 0.288
Healthy 2.68 2.58 2.63 2.3% 2.85 2.61 0.978
Enjoyable 6.16 6.26 6.21 6.08 6.08 6.08 0.333
Beneficial 3.81 4,05 3.93 3.98 3.90 3.94 0.954
Pleasurable 6.18 6.23 6.20 5.89 6.10 5.99 0.135
Nutritious 2.97 3.08 3.02 2.65 3.08 2.86 0.429
5.37 5.42 495 5.17
477 5.05 4.29 470
484 4.82 3.84 4.83
3.84 3.16 2.89 2,98
. Significant
Variable InstaAngle InstaOverhead | Insta Total | PrintAngle PrintOverhead | Print Total | Media Type P-Value
Pleasant 6.05 5.77 5.91 6.02 6.10 6.06 0.280
Favorable 6.16 5.76 5.96 5.98 6.07 6.02 0.668
Good 6.13 5.76 5.4 6.00 5.98 5.99 0.750
RestaurantEvaluation 6.11 5.76 5.93 6.00 6.05 6.02 0.530
Tasty 6.16 6.08 6.12 6.27 6.08 6.18 0.636
Healthy 2.68 2.39 2.53 2.58 2.85 271 0.347
Enjoyable 6.16 6.08 6.12 6.26 6.08 6.17 0.711
Beneficial 3.81 3.98 3.50 4,05 3.0 3.98 0.675
Pleasurable 6.18 5.89 6.03 6.23 6.10 6.16 0.351
Nutritious 2.97 2.65 2.81 3.08 3.08 3.08 0.174
Visit 5.37 485 5.16 5.42 5.17 5.30 0.450
Order 4.77 4.29 4,53 5.05 4,70 4.88 0.144
Desire 4.84 3.84 434 4.82 4.83 483 0.118
SocialMedia 3.84 2.89 3.36 3.16 2.98 3.07 0.188
Variable Image Angle*Media Type P-value |
Pleasant 0.217
Favorable
Good 0.263
RestuarantEvaluation 0.145
Tasty 0.715
Healthy 0.161
Enjoyable 0.710
Beneficial 0.4435
Pleasurable 0.566
Nutritious 0.461
Visit 0.771
Order 0.856
Desire 0.261
SocialMedia 0.204
~ Significant
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Variable InstaAngle PrintAngle | Angle Total | InstaOverhead PrintOverhead | Overhead Total | Image Angle P-Value
Approachable 5.77 5.3% 5.58 5.50 5.55 5.52 0.720
4,53 4.56 5.00 5.12
5.19 5.18 5.19 5.10 535 [ 522 | 0812 |
497 487 531 5.37
Humorous 3.73 3.44 3.58 3.58 3.48 3.53 0.787
Fast 3.77 3.84 3.81 3.65 3.72 3.68 0.428
NationalChain 2.61 2,61 2.61 2.58 2.62 2.60 0.987
4.69 5.35 5.18 5.52
| Honest [ 521 5.15 5.18 5.08 498 | 503 | 032 |
5.61 5.34 : 5.18 5.22
Unique 492 4,66 4.7% 4.87 5.00 453 0.355
Exciting 5.05 4,69 487 4.89 498 493 0.675
Masculine 3.71 3.92 3.81 3.74 3.75 3.75 0.618
 Significant
Variable InstaAngle InstaOverhead | Insta Total | PrintAngle PrintOverhead | Print Total | Media Type P-Value
Approachable 5.77 5.50 5.64 5.3% 5.55 5.47 0.254
Progressive 4,53 5.00 4.77 4.56 5.12 4.84 0.672
Personable 5.1% 5.10 5.15 5.18 5.35 5.26 0.415
Trendy 497 5.31 5.14 4.87 5.37 5.11 0.850
Humorous 3.73 3.58 3.65 3.44 3.48 3.46 0.233
Fast 3.77 3.65 371 3.84 3.72 3.78 0.656
NationalChain 2.61 2.58 2.60 2.61 2.62 2.61 0.554
4.69 518 |4SANN| 535 ss52 | WSASI| o0 |
Honest 5.21 5.08 5.15 5.15 458 5.07 0.540
Friendly 5.61 5.18 5.40 5.34 5.22 5.28 0.410
Unique 492 4.87 450 4.66 5.00 4.83 0.716
Exciting 5.05 4.89 497 4,65 458 4,84 0.405
Masculine 3.71 3.74 3.73 3.92 3.75 3.84 0.430
~ Significant
Variable Image Angle*MediaType P-value|
Approachable 0.162
Progressive 0.848
Personable 0.347
Trendy 0.745
Humorous 0.616
Fast 0.930
NationalChain 0.911
Expensive 0.243
Honest 0.836
Friendly 0.251
Unique 0.239
Exciting 0.215
Masculine 0.466
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