
 



Abstract 
 
The study presented here examines the influence of camera angles on the evaluation of eight 
different products. This research extends on previous research by taking horizontal camera 
angles into account, in addition to vertical camera angles. The previously found beneficial 
effects of low camera angles on product evaluation were not found in this study. Vertical 
camera angles had no significant effect on perceived product quality. Furthermore, changes 
on horizontal camera angles per se did not have an influence. However, multiple interesting 
interactions were found between vertical and horizontal camera angles and between camera 
angles and products; that is, different camera angles were preferred for different products. 
Most interestingly, product type had a significant influence on all factors. This study shows 
that prior knowledge and a product’s unique features have a greater influence on product 
evaluation than camera angles.  
 
.  
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Introduction 
 
For decades, researchers have tried to shed some light on the influence of camera angles on 
evaluations of people (see for example Kraft, 1987; Huang, Olson & Olson, 2002; Mignault & 
Chaudhuri, 2003) and, more recently, of products (see for example Meyers-Levy & Peracchio, 
1992; Peracchio & Meyers-Levy, 1997 & 2005). In the real world, objects we look up to are 
generally evaluated positively, whereas objects we look down on are generally evaluated 
negatively. Objects that are above eye-level tend to be relatively dominant, powerful and 
superior, whereas objects that are below eye-level are subordinate, weak and inferior. Camera 
angles can induce the impression of looking up or looking down at an object, by photographing 
an object from below or above respectively and can therefore influence how people see and 
evaluate products. Marketers use these techniques in order to create the best possible impression 
of the product they try to sell.  

Thus far, research on camera angles has only focused on vertical camera angles (y-
axis) and on products shown straight from the front side, but there are of course more 
dimensions. Changes on these dimensions may also have interesting effects on the evaluation 
of products. For example, simple changes on the horizontal dimension (the x-axis) can give 
important information about depth. In advertising practice, pictures of products shown 
somewhat from the side (oblique angles) are frequently used, for example on websites of 
online stores, but the effects of such camera angles have not yet been studied empirically. 
This study extends on previous research by taking changes on the x-axis into account, in 
addition to changes on the y-axis. In order to study the effects of vertical as well as horizontal 
camera angles on product evaluation, photos of eight different products will be used. On the 
y-axis, photographs will be taken from a high angle, a low angle and at eye-level. On the x-
axis, pictures will be taken from the left, the right and the front side of a product.  
 
Product evaluation and the y-axis 
 
Changes on the y-axis have been shown to influence evaluation of people and objects. Kraft 
(1987), for example, found that vertical camera angles influenced subjects’ evaluation and 
retention of a set of pictorial events. Specifically, subjects evaluated the characters and objects 
that were shown least favorably when seen from a high angle, moderately favorably when 
seen at eye-level and most favorably when seen from a low angle.  

Meyers-Levy and Peracchio (1992) demonstrated the effects of (vertical) camera 
angles in an advertising context. They investigated the effect of camera angles on the 
evaluation of a personal computer. As was to be expected, based on previous findings, they 
found that the computer was evaluated least favorably when it was viewed from a high angle 
looking down at the product. When the computer was viewed at eye-level, it was evaluated 
more favorably than when seen from a high angle, but less favorably than when it was viewed 
from a low camera angle looking up at the product. Thus, Meyers-Levy and Peracchio found 
that low-angle views yielded more positive product evaluations than high-angle views or 
views at eye-level.  

The Meyers-Levy and Peracchio study (1992) examined the impact of vertical camera 
angles on the evaluation of only one product. The present study extends on their research by 
examining the impact of vertical camera angles on the evaluation of eight different products. 
In line with the findings of Meyers-Levy and Peracchio (1992) and Kraft (1987), that low 
camera angles have a positive influence on the evaluation of both people and products, it is 
expected that products seen from a low angle will be evaluated most favorably.  
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This leads to the first hypothesis about the effect of changes on the y-axis on product 
evaluation:  
 
Hypothesis 1: Products photographed from a low angle will be evaluated more favorably than 
products photographed from a high angle or at eye-level. 
 
Product evaluation and the x-axis 
 
Changes on the x-axis have not yet been studied specifically in an advertising context, but 
studies aimed at investigating canonical views indicate that people may have a preference for 
off-axis or oblique views.  

Blanz, Tarr, Bülthoff and Vetter (1999) investigated viewpoints from which 
participants would take a photograph if they were using certain objects to illustrate a 
brochure. Instead of using a fixed set of views, subjects were able to rotate three-dimensional 
models in real-time. Participants were told that they had to ‘give the best possible impression 
of the objects shown on the screen’. Oblique views were clearly preferred to straight front- or 
side-views. Verfaillie and Boutsen (1995) also found a preference for oblique views when 
they investigated the effects of in-depth rotation on ‘goodness’ ratings for object recognition. 
Based on these findings, oblique views seem to be preferred over frontal views. Because 
Blanz et al. (1999) asked participants from which viewpoint they would take a photo, the 
results do not only imply how a product looks best, but they also imply what a good photo 
should look like.  

In the present study, subjects will be asked to evaluate (photos of) products as well. 
Based on the findings of Blanz et al. (1999) and Verfailllie and Boutsen (1995) it is expected 
that oblique angles will be preferred to other angles and that products seen from these angles 
will be evaluated more favorably. This leads to the following hypothesis:  
 
Hypothesis 2: When a product is photographed from an oblique angle, the product as well as 
the photograph itself will be evaluated more favorably than when a product is photographed 
straight from the front side.  
 

Kress and Van Leeuwen (1996) made another suggestion about the influence of 
changes on the x-axis. They suggest that changes at the horizontal dimension can make a 
difference when it comes to detachment or involvement. The frontal angle is the angle of 
maximum involvement and is oriented towards action, because when someone is interacting 
with a person or object, he or she will usually be in front of this person or object. An oblique 
angle implies detachment; not being part of the situation. Messaris (1997) also stated that a 
frontal view implies interaction with people or objects.  

These assumptions imply that frontal views will be evaluated as more involved and 
active, whereas oblique views will be evaluated as more detached and passive. In order to 
examine these suggestions, the following research question is proposed: 
 
Research question 1: Will frontal views be evaluated as more involved and more active than 
oblique views?  
 
Combining x-axis and y-axis 
 
In addition to the previously discussed preference for oblique views, Blanz et al. (1999) also 
found that participants often chose high angles to photograph an object. One explanation for 
this preference for high, oblique angles concerned information richness. These views present 
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a high number of visible surfaces of an object and therefore contain more information than 
other views. This opinion is shared by Verfaillie and Boutsen (1995), in their study of 
goodness ratings for object recognition. They also found that oblique views were rated as the 
best views and that these oblique views were often seen from a high angle. They contributed 
these findings largely to the fact that much information is provided by these views. These 
findings lead to the second research question: 
 
Research question 2: Will high, oblique camera angles be evaluated as more informative than 
high frontal angles, low angles and eye-level views? 
 

Blanz et al.(1999) and Verfaillie and Boutsen (1995) attributed their findings to the 
information richness of high, oblique camera angles. Larsen, Luna and Peracchio (2004) 
proposed a somewhat similar theory about the effect of vertical and horizontal camera angles 
on persuasion, using the Resource Matching Hypothesis (RMH) as a theoretical framework.  

The RMH is an information-processing model and was developed by Anand and 
Sternthal in 1989. The RMH states that message processing and persuasion are enhanced 
when there is a match between the cognitive resources required (RR) for message processing 
and resources available (AR) for processing the message. The RMH is still being applied to 
various fields of advertising (see for example Meyers-Levy & Peracchio, 1995; Peracchio & 
Meyers-Levy, 1997; Anand Keller & Block, 1997; Powell Mantel & Kellaris, 2003). 

Based on the work of Marr (1982), Larsen et al. (2004) stated that objects exist in 
visual memory as prototypes. This prototype will usually be a straight frontal view of the 
object. The more a point of view deviates from this prototype, the higher the resources 
required for processing will be. If less resources are required than are available (RR > AR), 
deviations from the prototypical point of view will enhance persuasiveness of the image up to 
the point where the resources required match the resources that are available (RR = AR). 
Greater deviations from the prototype will result in resource imbalance, such that the 
resources required exceed the resources that are available (RR > AR) and the persuasiveness 
of the image will be reduced (Larsen et al., 2004). The assumption that deviations from a 
prototypical point of view will enhance persuasion is interesting for the present study. A 
closer look will be taken at this assumption.  
  At first glance, the findings of Blanz et al. (1999) and Verfaillie and Boutsen (1995) 
might seem to support the resource matching theory proposed by Larsen et al. (2004); 
deviations from the presumed prototype were preferred. However, Blanz et al. also found 
strong effects of context. Familiarity and functionality were of influence on the preferred 
views. For example, for most objects, only high-angle and eye-level views were chosen, but 
not for the airplane, for which low-angle views were chosen too. This seems logical because 
the airplane was the only object people often see from below. Furthermore, left and right 
views were chosen equally often but not equally often for each object. Participants preferred 
different sides for different products. This means that deviations per se do not fully explain 
the results. 

The context effects found imply that there might be a different optimal camera angle 
for every product, depending on its unique features and function; object recognition may be 
influenced by views that people see most often, which will usually be the views that are 
relevant for how an object is used. People often see objects from a specific viewpoint that 
corresponds with the functionality of that object, that is, when interacting with that object we 
see the object from a specific viewpoint that allows interaction. 

Because familiarity and functionality are important and preferred views seem to be 
dependent on these factors, an interaction is expected between preferred camera angles and 
the products used in the present study; that is, different angles may be preferred for different 
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(types of) products. For example, some products (like a microwave) need to be preset. 
Standing in front of such a product will facilitate presetting, because buttons and displays can 
be fully seen. Thus, frontal views may be preferred for this type of product. Other products do 
not necessarily have to be seen frontally in order to use them or may not even have a clear 
front side (like a waste bin). For these products, oblique views may be preferred. This means 
that preference for camera angles depends on the type of product that is on display. This leads 
to the third research question:  
 
Research question 3: Will there be a Camera angle x Product interaction for product 
evaluation, such that:  
 

- for products with an interface, frontal views will be evaluated more favorably than 
oblique views? 

- for products without an interface, oblique views will be evaluated more favorably than 
frontal views? 

 
Conclusion 

 
Based on the research described above, there don’t seem to be clear-cut rules when it comes 
to the perfect camera angle. Familiarity and functionality seem to be important factors. This 
means that there might be a different optimal camera angle for every product, depending on 
its unique function and features. It must be said, however, that the research described was not 
aimed directly at advertising. Therefore, these notions need to be tested in an advertising 
context. The current study is dedicated to finding out which angles are preferred and if 
different angles are preferred for different products and claims.  

 

 6



Method  
 
Participants 
 
In order to examine the hypotheses and research questions presented above, an experiment 
was conducted in which 165 subjects participated (63 men, 102 women). Participants were 
between 18 and 40 years of age (M = 20.8; SD = 3.0). All participants were students of a 
Media Psychology course at the University of Twente. Participants received course credits for 
their participation.  
  
Stimuli 
  
The eight products used in this experiment were all durables, which means that these products 
are supposed to last for years (hence ‘durable’) and that they may cost a considerable amount 
of money. This type of product was chosen because these products often rely on 
advertisements with photographs in brochures or on websites. Furthermore, other studies (see 
Meyers-Levy & Peracchio, 1992) also used durables. Using multiple durables in this study 
makes it possible to investigate whether previous findings will be replicated for different 
products.  

The products chosen were a microwave oven, a blender, a personal computer, a 
television, a fan, a bookcase, a waste bin and a side chair. These products can be divided into 
two categories: products with an interface and products without an interface. Products with an 
interface are electronics (microwave, blender, personal computer, television and fan) and 
products without an interface are furniture (bookcase, waste bin and side chair). 

Each product was photographed from nine different angles, three positions on the y-
axis (high angle, low angle and eye-level) and three positions on the x-axis (left, middle and 
right). This resulted in a total of 72 different photographs (8 products x 9 angles). Photographs 
were taken in a fixed setting, to make sure that factors like lighting and shading would be the 
same in all photos. Products were shown at middle distance, which means that the product is 
shown in full but with not much space around it. This viewing distance is common in 
advertising (Kress & Van Leeuwen, 1996). The high-angle and low-angle photos were taken 
from 18° above and below eye-level. This angle provides a strong camera angle (Kepplinger, 
1987) and was chosen to be sure that the effect of camera angles would be clearly visible, but 
that the angle was not unnaturally extreme. Side views were also seen from an 18° angle. It 
must be said however, that 18° angles are strong for human faces; it is not yet clear if this 
angle is also strong for products. Meyers-Levy and Peracchio (1992) used a 40° angle, an 
angle considered to be extreme for human faces. Such angles are not very common on 
websites of online stores or in magazines. Photographs taken from a 18° angle, as used in the 
current study, were very similar, however, to pictures of the same (type of) products that can 
be found on websites of online stores.  

Photographs were 4.58 x 6.11 inch and were presented in the centre of on a 14 inch 
monitor (photos were 330 x 440 pixels, the monitor 1024 x 768 pixels). All brands and 
backgrounds were removed from the photographs using Adobe Photoshop, in order to 
minimize the influence of pre-existing brand opinions. All photographs can be found in 
Appendix I. 
 
Construction of the questionnaire 
 
Products as well as photographs were evaluated on semantic differential scales, in order to 
distinguish between opinions about the product and the photo itself, because liking a product 
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does not necessarily mean liking the photo too.  
A questionnaire consisting of 18 semantic differentials was constructed. The 

differentials chosen for product evaluation were similar to the differentials used in the 
Meyers-Levy and Peracchio study (1992) and concerned attractiveness, size, superiority, 
price, solidity, quality, strength, ease of use (for furniture the alternative ‘roominess’ was 
chosen because ease of use seemed less applicable to these products) and functionality. 
Differentials about the photo concerned ‘goodness’, completeness, complexity, 
‘interestingness’, involvement, activity, amount of information, naturalness and attractiveness 
of the photo. These differentials were taken from Osgood, Suci & Tannenbaum (1957). Nine 
questions were asked about the product and nine questions were asked about the photo. Seven 
answering options were used: ‘extremely’, ‘quite’ and ‘slightly’ on the positive side of the 
semantic differential, ‘extremely’, ‘quite’ and ‘slightly’ on the negative side of the semantic 
differential and a ‘neutral’ option (Osgood, Suci & Tannenbaum, 1957).  
 
Dependent variables  
 
In order to find underlying factors in the questionnaire, a Principal Component factor analysis 
with Varimax rotation was conducted. The factor analysis revealed four factors. These factors 
were: 
 

Quality. This factor could be divided in two sub factors, Product quality and Photo 
quality. Product quality was measured by the semantic differentials expensive-cheap, good 
quality-bad quality, attractive-unattractive and superior-inferior (α = .78). Photo quality was 
measured by the differentials good-bad, interesting-boring and attractive-unattractive (α = 
.88). 
 

Strength. This factor consisted of the differentials big-small, solid-unstable and strong-
weak. However, α increased from .62 to .74 if big-small would be deleted. Because size tells 
less about quality than solidity and strength, it was decided to remove big-small from this 
factor.   
 

Activity.  This factor was measured by the differentials active-passive, informative-
uninformative and involved-detached (α = .60).1 
 

Realism. This factor was measured by the semantic differentials complex-simple2, 
natural-unnatural and complete-incomplete (α = .49). The differential informative- 
uninformative was expected to load on this factor (see research question 2), but instead it 
loaded on the factor ‘Activity’. The factor ‘Realism’ was excluded from further analysis 
because α was unacceptably low.  
 
The items ‘functionality’ and ‘ease of use’ did not load significantly on any factor and were 
also excluded from further analyses. The factors Product quality, Photo quality, Strength and 
Activity were used as variables in the analyses.  
 

                                                 
1 Note that the factors Quality, Strength and Activity strongly resemble the three recurring factors that Osgood 
found: evaluation, potency, and activity (Osgood, Suci & Tannenbaum, 1957). 
2 Higher scores on completeness and naturalness lead to lower scores on complexity and the other way around.  
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Procedure 
 
The experiment was conducted during Media Psychology classes, in 10 groups of on average 
17 participants at one time. Subjects were seated behind a computer and performed the 
experiment individually. The experiment was embedded in a web environment. Participants 
were told to start the experiment by clicking on a shortcut icon on their computer desktops 
and to maximize their screens. After reading the instructions the experiment started.  
A photo of a product was shown for 5 seconds after which it disappeared and the online 
questionnaire was automatically provided. Thus, subjects evaluated each photo directly after 
viewing it. When all questions had been answered, the next photograph was provided. 
Participants evaluated eight photographs, one of each product. Each product was shown from 
a different camera angle, so each participant saw a total of eight different camera angles. 
Photographs were provided in a randomized order. Because there were 165 participants, each 
photo was evaluated by approximately 18 participants. Results were automatically stored in 
an online database. Each experimental session took about 30 minutes. The 10 session were 
performed in one day. The WebPages that were presented in the experiment (excluding 
photographs) can be found in Appendix II.  
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Results  
 
Data were analysed by means of MANOVA with a 3 (y-axis: high, eye-level, low) by 3 (x-
axis: left, front, right) by 8 (product: microwave oven, blender, personal computer, television, 
fan, bookcase, waste bin, side chair) design. The hypotheses and research questions will be 
discussed in same order as presented in the introduction. Furthermore, additional analyses will 
be discussed.  
 
Product evaluation and the y-axis 
 
Hypothesis 1: Products photographed from a low angle will be evaluated more favorably than 
products photographed from a high angle or at eye-level. 
 
The first hypothesis predicted that scores on Product quality would be higher for products 
photographed from a low angle than for products photographed from high angles or at eye-
level. However, no main effect of vertical camera angles on Product quality was found, F(2, 
1248) = 1.68, p = .19. 
 
Product evaluation and the y-axis 
 
Hypothesis 2: When a product is photographed from an oblique angle, the product as well as 
the photograph itself will be evaluated more favorably than when a product is photographed 
straight from the front side.  
 
This hypothesis predicted that scores on Product quality as well as on Photo quality would be 
higher for products photographed from an oblique angle than for product photographed from 
the front side. No main effects of horizontal camera angles were found on Product quality, 
F(2, 1248) = .60, p = .55, nor on Photo quality, F(2, 1248) = .18,  p = .83. 
 
Research question 1: Will frontal views be evaluated as more involved and more active than 
oblique views?  
 
This research question examined whether scores on Activity would be higher for frontal views 
than for oblique views. However, no main effects of horizontal camera angles were found on 
Activity, F(2, 1248) = .21, p = .81. In addition, the effects of horizontal camera angles on the 
separate items of ‘activity’ and ‘involvement’ were studied. However, no main effects of 
horizontal camera angles were found on activity, F(2, 1248) = .69, p = .50, nor on 
involvement, F(2, 1248) = .21, p = .81.  
 
Combining x-axis and y-axis 
 
Research question 2: Will high, oblique camera angles be evaluated as more informative than 
high frontal angles, low angles and eye-level views?  
 
This research question examined whether scores on the item concerning the ‘amount of 
information’ would be higher for high, oblique camera angles than for other angles. However, 
no interaction effects between horizontal and vertical camera angles were found for this item, 
F(2, 1248) = 1.47, p = .21. 
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Research question 3: Will there be a Camera angle x Product interaction for product 
evaluation, such that:  
 

- for products with an interface, frontal views will be evaluated more favorably than 
oblique views? 

- for products without an interface, oblique views will be evaluated more favorably than 
frontal views? 

 
This question was analyzed as a 3 (y-axis: high, eye-level, low) by 3 (x-axis: left, front, right) 
by 2 (product category: furniture, electronics) design. However, no interaction effects 
between horizontal camera angles and product category were found for Product quality, 
F(1,1302) = 1.67, p = .19. In addition, no interaction effect between horizontal camera angles, 
vertical camera angles and product category, F(1,1302) = .89 , p = .47, was found. 
 
Additional analyses 
 
Effects of vertical angles 
Previous research has shown that vertical camera angles had a significant influence on 
product evaluation. However, the present study did not replicate these findings. Surprisingly, 
vertical camera angles did not have the expected effect on perceived Product quality. 
Additional analyses were performed to investigate whether vertical camera angles had an 
influence on any of the other factors (Photo quality, Strength and Activity). 

Although no main effects of vertical camera angle were found for Product quality as 
hypothesized, additional analyses did reveal significant main effects of vertical camera angle 
on Strength, F(2, 1248) = 6.53, p = .002, and on Activity, F(2, 1248) = 3.36, p = .04. These 
effects were further analyzed with post hoc Bonferroni tests.  

Eye-level views were found to score significantly higher on Strength than high (p = 
.002) or low (p = .03) camera angles. Eye-level views obtained a mean score of 9.68 (SD = 
.11) points, whereas high angles obtained a mean score of 9.13 (SD = .11) points and low 
angles a mean score of 9.30 (SD = .11) points. The difference between high and low camera 
angles was not significant (p = 1.00). 

For Activity, a significant difference between high angles and eye-level views was 
found (p = .04). High angles scored higher (M = 10.88; SD = .16) on this factor than eye-level 
views (M = 10.31; SD = .15). No significant differences were found between high angles and 
low angles (M = 10.55; SD = .16), (p = .79) and between low angles and eye-level views ((p = 
.54).  
 
Interaction effects 
The second research question examined whether an interaction between x-axis and y-axis 
would be found for item concerning ‘amount of information’. No interaction effects between 
horizontal and vertical camera angles were found for this item. In order to find out whether 
interactions between x-axis and y-axis do not occur at all, or just not for this factor, additional 
analyses were performed. 

Significant interaction effects between x-axis and y-axis did occur for Product quality, 
F(2, 1248) = 3.109, p = .015, Photo quality, F(2, 1248) = 3.765, p = .005, and Activity, F(2, 
1248) = 2.548, p = .038. The interaction effect between x-axis and y-axis for Strength 
approached significance F(2, 1248) = 2.305, p = .056. A trend was observed in these data. For 
low angles, frontal views were preferred for all factors. For eye-level views, oblique views 
were always preferred and frontal views always obtained the lowest scores on all factors. For 
high angles, right views were preferred for two factors, Photo quality and Activity, and frontal 
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views were preferred for the other two factors, Product quality and Strength. Mean scores 
obtained on each factor are listed in Table 1.    
 
 
Table 1. Interaction effects between x-axis and y-axis: mean scores and standard errors  
on each factor  
 
Y-axis X-axis Product quality Photo quality Activity Strength  
      

Left 15.52 (.36) 11.09 (.34) 10.69 (.27) 8.87 (.19)   
Front 16.69 (.37) 12.13 (.35) 10.77 (.28) 9.47 (.20)   

High angle 

Right  16.59 (.37) 12.19 (.35) 11.19 (.28) 9.03 (.20)   
Left 16.75 (.35) 12.19 (.33) 10.60 (.27) 9.93 (.19)   
Front 15.93 (.36) 11.03 (.34) 9.82 (.27) 9.44 (.19)   

Eye-level 

Right 16.68 (.35) 11.82 (.34) 10.51 (.27) 9.67 (.19)   
Left  15.86 (.37) 11.18 (.35) 10.58 (.28) 9.14 (.20)   
Front 16.45 (.36) 11.69 (.35) 10.90 (.27) 9.53 (.19)   

Low angle 

Right 15.47 (.36) 10.92 (.34) 10.16 (.27) 9.22 (.19)   
 
 

The third research question examined whether frontal views would be preferred for a 
group of products with an interface and whether oblique views would be preferred for a group 
of products without an interface. However, no interaction between camera angles and product 
category were found for Product quality. To examine whether maybe the categories were too 
broad and that preference for camera angles is more product specific, an additional analysis 
was performed, using a 3 (y-axis: high, eye-level, low) by 3 (x-axis: left, front, right) by 8 
(product: microwave oven, blender, personal computer, television, fan, bookcase, waste bin, 
side chair) design. 
 Indeed, a significant interaction effect was found between horizontal camera angles 
and products, for Product quality, F(2, 1248) = 2.27, p = .005. Four products, the waste bin, 
the blender, the pc and the side chair, obtained the highest scores when seen from the right. 
Three products, the bookcase, the microwave and the fan, obtained the highest scores when 
seen from the front. Only one product, the television, obtained the highest scores when seen 
from the left. Mean scores are listed in Table 2. 
 
 
Table 2. Interaction effects between product and x-axis for Product quality: mean scores  
and standard errors  
 
Product  Left  Front  Right  
    
Waste bin 14.10 (.59) 15.07 (.64) 15.25 (.57) 
Blender 19.02 (.60) 17.87 (.58) 19.57 (.59) 
Bookcase 14.51 (.57) 15.68 (.58) 14.98 (.65) 
Microwave 17.48 (.61) 19.33 (.65) 15.83 (.52) 
PC 14.42 (.56) 14.20 (.55) 15.38 (.62) 
Side chair 15.72 (.56) 15.95 (.57) 16.42 (.61) 
Television 19.24 (.56) 18.09 (.63) 18.48 (.61) 
Fan 13.84 (.61) 14.68 (.56) 14.06 (.57) 
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Influence of product  
The finding that interactions can occur between camera angles and products, suggests that 
preferred camera angles are also defined by the product itself. In order to find out how big the 
influence of a product is, additional analyses were performed. These analyses revealed that 
the type of product had a significant main effect on scores on all factors (p = .000) but that 
this influence was different for each factor. For example, the television scored high on 
Product quality, but low on Strength. For the waste bin, the opposite results were found.  

In order to find out more about the influence the type of product had, differences 
between the two product categories, electronics and furniture, were examined. A 3 (y-axis: 
high, eye-level, low) by 3 (x-axis: left, front, right) by 2 (product category: furniture, 
electronics) design was used. However, when using the two categories, the product no longer 
had a significant influence on all factors. Significant main effects of product category were 
only found for Product quality F(1,1302) = 30.40 , p = .000, and Strength, F(1,1302) = 20,71 , 
p = .000. Electronics obtained higher scores on Product quality (M = 16.73; SD = .159) than 
furniture (M = 15.29; SD = .21). However, furniture scored higher on Strength (M = 9.76; SD 
= .11) than electronics (M = 9.12; SD = .09). 

Furthermore, no interaction effects between camera angles and product category were 
found, whereas a significant interaction effect between x-axis and product type was indeed 
found when all products were studied separately.   
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Discussion 
 
This study examined the influence of vertical and horizontal camera angles on the evaluation 
of eight different products. In summary, findings were not consistent with previous research. 
None of the hypotheses and research questions were confirmed.   

Based on previous research (Kraft, 1987; Meyers-Levy & Peracchio, 1992) it was 
expected that products photographed from a low angle would be evaluated most favorably. 
However, vertical camera angles had no significant effect on perceived product quality. 
Moreover, no beneficial effects of low camera angles were found in any of the additional 
analyses. Not low angles, but eye-level views were considered to make a product appear 
strongest and most solid. High angles scored best on the factor Activity, which comprised of 
the items activity, amount of information and involvement. These results are interesting, since 
the beneficial effects of low camera angles were widely accepted in previous research. Results 
of the Meyers-Levy and Peracchio study (1992) clearly indicated a preference for low camera 
angles. It must be said however, that there are some differences between the Meyers-Levy and 
Peracchio study and the present study. Meyers-Levy and Peracchio used a very strong camera 
angle of 40°, whereas an 18° angle was used in the present study. Furthermore, Meyers-Levy 
and Peracchio do not exactly describe how the photos they used were presented and how big 
these photos were. The differences in results might be explained by a difference in 
experimental methods.  

Thus far, the effects of horizontal camera angles on product evaluation had not been 
studied. Based on studies aimed at investigating canonical views it was expected that oblique 
angles would be preferred (Blanz et al., 1999; Verfaillie & Boutsen, 1995). Furthermore, the 
suggestion that frontal views are more active and involved than oblique views was examined 
(Kress & Van Leeuwen, 1996; Messaris, 1997). However, horizontal camera angles per se 
had no significant effects at all. Changes on the x-axis did interact, however, with changes on 
the y-axis and with the products, that is, different horizontal angles were preferred for 
different products. This study is the first to examine interactions between camera angles and 
products, which has lead to some interesting findings. 

Interaction effects between the x-axis and the y-axis were revealed for Activity, 
Strength, Product quality and Photo quality. For low angles, frontal views were preferred for 
all factors. For eye-level views, oblique views were always preferred. For high angles, right 
views were preferred for two factors, Photo quality and Activity, and frontal views were 
preferred for the other two factors, Product quality and Strength. It is interesting to see that for 
high angles, two preferences were found, whereas for low angles en for eye-level views only 
one preference was found. One possible explanation for this difference is that high angles are 
the only angles from which three surfaces of the product may be seen (front, top and side). 
Furthermore, it seems that when a product is seen from a high angle and the product is 
evaluated (Product quality, Strength), frontal views are preferred. However, when a product is 
seen from a high angle and the photograph is evaluated (Photo quality, Activity), oblique 
(right) views are preferred. This means that a beautiful photograph does not equal a beautiful 
product, at least not for high camera angles. The finding that when a photograph is taken from 
a high angle, an oblique view is preferred, is in line with the findings of Blanz et al. (1999). 
When asked from which viewpoint their participants would take a photograph if they were 
using certain objects to illustrate a brochure, participants often chose oblique, high angles to 
photograph an object. One explanation Blanz et al. gave for this finding was that high, oblique 
angles contained most information (Blanz et al., 1999). However, no evidence for this 
explanation was found in the current study and the exact reason behind these preferences 
remains unclear.  
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In addition to the interaction effects that were found between horizontal and vertical 
camera angles, an interaction effect between horizontal angle and product was found.  
Four products, the waste bin, the blender, the pc and the side chair, obtained the highest 
scores on product quality when seen from the right. Three products, the bookcase, the 
microwave and the fan, obtained the highest scores when seen from the front. Only one 
product, the television, obtained the highest scores when seen from the left. It is not clear as to 
why these views were preferred for these particular products. It seems, however, that the 
preferences are very product specific, since no interactions between horizontal camera angles 
and products were found when the products were divided into two categories, electronics and 
furniture.  

Another striking finding was the fact that the independent variable ‘product’ had a 
significant effect on all factors. This means that the information provided by the product itself 
was often of more influence than the camera angle that was used. One possible explanation is 
that the influence of the product has been underestimated in previous research. For example, 
Meyers-Levy and Peracchio (1992) did not include the product as an independent variable in 
their data analysis. It seems logical that consumers use information provided by the product to 
evaluate the product. Blanz et al. (1999) already found that familiarity and functionality of 
objects had a large influence on preferred views. People possess knowledge about products 
and they probably use what they know about a certain product while evaluating another 
product of the same type. Camera angles may be used to enhance certain features, but prior 
knowledge about a product should not be underestimated. Furthermore, an additional 
explanation for this finding might be that subjects in this study were all students and students 
generally have a high ‘need for cognition’. Need for cognition (NFC) refers to an individual’s 
natural propensity to think extensively about issues and enjoy engaging in cognition 
(Cacioppo & Petty, 1982). Meyers-Levy and Peracchio (1992) found indications that people 
with high NFC were not susceptible to camera-angle effects, whereas people with low NFC 
were indeed influenced by camera angles. Thus, students may have studied the product and its 
unique features, leading to less susceptibility to camera angle effects. In summary, knowledge 
and the willingness to use it seem to have more influence than camera angles. 

This study examined the influence of nine different camera angles on product 
evaluation. The introduction of this article was concluded by saying that there do not seem to 
be clear-cut rules regarding the perfect camera angle. That conclusion turns out to be true.  
Preferences for certain camera angles depend on many factors. This study has shown that low 
camera angles are not necessarily better than other angles, that oblique angles are not per se 
preferred and that multiple interactions effects may occur. This study also shows that camera 
angles are not the only factor influencing product evaluation. Consumers seem to look at 
specific features of a product and compare what they see to what they already know when 
they evaluate a product. Some camera angles may be preferred over others, but the influence 
of the product itself should definitely be taken into account. These findings offer new 
challenges for future research. For example, studying different models of one type of product 
may provide interesting information about why certain angles are preferred for a certain type 
of product. Using unfamiliar products may also provide insightful information, since 
participants will have no prior knowledge to help evaluate these products. It is possible that 
camera angles will have more influence when people have no prior knowledge to rely on and 
that the more one knows about a product, the less influence camera angles will have on 
product evaluation. Furthermore, future research will have to examine whether results will be 
replicated when photographs are embedded in an advertising context, such as a website of an 
online store. Lastly, the question remains whether bigger camera angles have a bigger 
influence. 
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In conclusion, this study provides few final answers, but many starting points for 
future research. However, some important lessons can be learned from this study. There is 
more to product photography than vertical camera angles alone. Prior knowledge and a 
product’s unique features have great influence on how a product is perceived. Camera angles 
may not always have such great influence, but they can certainly be used to enhance the right 
features. A good product will sell itself, but the right camera angle makes it stand out. 
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Appendix I: Photographs of products3 (blender) 
 
 

      
High angle, left  High angle, front  High angle, right 
 

     
Eye-level, left   Eye-level, front  Eye-level, right 
 

     
Low angle, left  Low angle, front  Low-angle, right  

                                                 
3 Note: Photographs in the Appendix are 1.83 x 2.44 inch, whereas pictures used in the experiment were 4.58 x 
6.11 inch.  
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Appendix I (continued): Photographs of products (bookcase) 
 
 

     
High angle, left  High angle, front  High angle, right 
 

     
Eye-level, left   Eye-level, front  Eye-level, right 
 

     
Low angle, left  Low angle, front  Low-angle, right 
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Appendix I (continued): Photographs of products (fan) 
 
 

     
High angle, left  High angle, front  High angle, right 
 

     
Eye-level, left   Eye-level, front  Eye-level, right 
 

     
Low angle, left  Low angle, front  Low-angle, right 
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Appendix I (continued): Photographs of products (microwave) 
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Appendix I (continued): Photographs of products (PC) 
 
 

      
High angle, left  High angle, front  High angle, right 
 

      
Eye-level, left   Eye-level, front  Eye-level, right 
 

      
Low angle, left  Low angle, front  Low-angle, right 
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Appendix I (continued): Photographs of products (TV) 
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Appendix I (continued): Photographs of products (side chair) 
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Appendix I (continued): Photographs of products (waste bin) 
 
 

     
High angle, left  High angle, front  High angle, right 
 

             
Eye-level, left   Eye-level, front  Eye-level, right 
 

      
Low angle, left  Low angle, front  Low-angle, right  
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Appendix II: WebPages used in the experiment (Introduction) 
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Appendix II (continued): WebPages used in the experiment (Instructions) 
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Appendix II (continued): WebPages used in the experiment (Questionnaire 
for electronics) 
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Appendix II (continued): WebPages used in the experiment (Questionnaire 
for furniture) 
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