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Abstract:	
  
This	
   exploratory	
   study	
   investigates	
   young	
   consumers’	
   responses	
   to	
   mobile	
   ads	
   that	
   use	
   different	
   types	
   of	
  
interactivity:	
   consumer-­‐message	
   interactivity,	
   consumer-­‐marketer	
   interactivity,	
   and	
   consumer-­‐consumer	
  
interactivity.	
  The	
  results	
  indicate	
  that	
  young	
  consumers	
  have	
  significantly	
  different	
  attitudes	
  (positive	
  or	
  negative)	
  
toward	
  mobile	
  ads	
  with	
  different	
  levels	
  of	
  interactivity.	
  In	
  other	
  words,	
  companies	
  should	
  reconsider	
  their	
  optimistic	
  
view	
  that	
  consumers	
  will	
  welcome	
  all	
  types	
  of	
  mobile	
  ads.	
  The	
  responses	
  from	
  some	
  participants	
  even	
  indicate	
  that	
  
they	
  not	
  only	
  dislike	
  mobile	
  ads,	
  but	
  also	
  sometimes	
  dislike	
  the	
  brand	
  of	
  the	
  mobile	
  ad.	
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INTRODUCTION	
  

	
   The	
   tremendous	
   proliferation	
   of	
   mobile	
   phones	
  

and	
  other	
  mobile	
  devices	
  has	
  provided	
  a	
  new	
  channel	
  

to	
   deliver	
   commercial	
   messages	
   for	
   a	
   variety	
   of	
  

products	
  and	
  services,	
  such	
  as	
  entertainment,	
   leisure,	
  

travel,	
   telecommunication,	
   and	
   retail	
   (Internet	
  

Advertising	
   Bureau,	
   2010).	
   Given	
   the	
   substantial	
  

growth	
   of	
   mobile	
   commerce,	
   marketers	
   have	
  

acknowledged	
   the	
   importance	
   of	
   mobile	
   ads	
   as	
   an	
  

important	
  advertising	
  format.	
  In	
  fact,	
  the	
  phenomenal	
  

penetration	
   of	
   mobile	
   phones	
   in	
   the	
   United	
   States	
  

(87%)	
   has	
   provided	
   the	
   platform	
   for	
   the	
   growing	
  

popularity	
   of	
   mobile	
   ads	
   (Centers	
   for	
   Digital	
  

Information,	
   2013).	
   Kagan	
   (2007)	
   predicted	
   that	
   the	
  

penetration	
   of	
   mobile	
   phones	
   in	
   the	
   United	
   States	
  

would	
   be	
   close	
   to	
   100%	
   in	
   the	
   upcoming	
   years.	
  

Unsurprisingly,	
   the	
   use	
   of	
  mobile	
   ads	
   is	
   predicted	
   to	
  

become	
  more	
  popular	
   than	
  ever,	
  not	
  only	
   in	
  America	
  

but	
   also	
   across	
   the	
   world	
   (Mobile	
   Marketing	
  

Association,	
  2007).	
  In	
  2010,	
  global	
  mobile	
  ad	
  spending	
  

was	
   projected	
   to	
   top	
   $1.5	
   billion,	
   up	
   42%	
   from	
   $871	
  

million	
   in	
   2006	
   (Shabelman,	
   2007).	
   Beyond	
   the	
  

traditional	
  channels	
   for	
  mass	
  advertising,	
  most	
  of	
   the	
  

mobile	
   ads	
   are	
   targeted	
   at	
   the	
   highly	
   coveted	
   young	
  

demographic,	
   particularly	
   those	
   between	
   the	
   ages	
   of	
  

18	
   and	
   34,	
   who	
   are	
   likely	
   to	
   use	
   their	
   phones	
   for	
   a	
  

variety	
  of	
  functions,	
  such	
  as	
  playing	
  games	
  and	
  instant	
  

messaging	
   (Harris	
   Interactive,	
  2005;	
  Peters,	
  Amato,	
  &	
  

Hollenbeck,	
  2007).	
   	
  

	
   Mobile	
  ads	
   can	
  be	
  defined	
  as	
   text-­‐	
   and	
  graphics-­‐

based	
   commercial	
   messages	
   that	
   are	
   sent	
   to	
  

consumers	
   via	
   mobile	
   devices,	
   including	
   cellular	
  

phones,	
   pagers,	
   and	
   personal	
   digital	
   assistants	
   (PDA)	
  

(Peters	
  et	
  al.,	
  2007;	
  Soroa-­‐Koury	
  &	
  Yang,	
  2010).	
  More	
  

specifically,	
   there	
   are	
   different	
   types	
   of	
   mobile	
   ads,	
  

including	
   Short	
   Messaging	
   Service	
   (SMS)	
   (e.g.,	
   text	
  

messages	
   of	
   160	
   characters	
   or	
   less),	
   Multimedia	
  

Messaging	
   Service)	
   (MMA,	
   2009)	
   (e.g.,	
   rich	
   text	
   and	
  

multimedia	
   messages	
   that	
   include	
   images,	
   audio,	
  

and/or	
  video),	
  mobile	
  web	
  banner	
  ads,	
  and	
  full-­‐screen	
  

interstitials	
  (Peters	
  et	
  al.,	
  2007).	
  These	
  diverse	
  types	
  of	
  

mobile	
   advertisements	
   have	
   enabled	
   marketers	
   to	
  

deliver	
   advertising	
   messages	
   to	
   potential	
   consumers	
  

via	
  mobile	
  devices.	
   	
   	
  

	
   However,	
   researchers	
   have	
   pointed	
   out	
   the	
  

necessity	
  of	
  a	
  discussion	
  on	
   the	
  effects	
  of	
  advertising	
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conveyed	
   through	
   mobile	
   devices	
   since	
   a	
   large	
  

number	
   of	
   advertisers	
   are	
   applying	
   many	
   different	
  

types	
  of	
  mobile	
  advertisements	
  (Gao,	
  Rau,	
  &	
  Salvendy,	
  

2009).	
   Recent	
   studies	
   have	
   focused	
   on	
   technology	
  

related	
  issues	
  of	
  mobile	
  advertising	
  (Saladow,	
  2012;	
  Li	
  

&	
  Du,	
   2012)	
   rather	
   than	
  on	
   the	
  effects	
   regarding	
   the	
  

influence	
   of	
   receivers’	
   attitude	
   toward	
   the	
   mobile	
  

advertising	
   itself,	
   the	
   brand	
   advertised,	
   and	
   the	
  

products	
   advertised.	
   Some	
   researchers	
   indicated	
   that	
  

there	
  is	
  a	
  need	
  to	
  talk	
  about	
  how	
  the	
  factors	
  in	
  mobile	
  

advertising	
   actually	
   positively	
   affect	
   consumers’	
  

attitude	
  and	
  (or)	
  purchase	
  intentions	
  for	
  the	
  products	
  

advertised	
   (Nittala,	
   2011).	
   The	
   factors	
   discussed	
  

regarding	
  the	
  effects	
  of	
  mobile	
  advertisements	
  include	
  

users’	
  product	
  involvement	
  (Drossos	
  &	
  Fouskas,	
  2010),	
  

type	
  of	
  message	
  service	
  sent	
   to	
  users	
   (short	
  message	
  

service	
  versus	
  multi-­‐media	
  services)	
  (Koo,	
  Knight,	
  Yang,	
  

&	
   Xiang,	
   2012),	
   some	
   design	
   attributes	
   of	
   mobile	
  

advertising	
   (Chen	
   &	
   Hsieh,	
   2012),	
   kinds	
   of	
   products	
  

advertised	
  (Ma,	
  Suntornpithug,	
  &	
  Karaatli,	
  2009),	
  and	
  

devices	
   in	
   mobile	
   advertising	
   for	
   consumers’	
   privacy	
  

concerns	
   (Hardt	
   &	
   Nath,	
   2012).	
   Therefore,	
   some	
  

researchers	
   indicated	
   the	
   need	
   for	
   more	
   diverse	
  

discussions	
   regarding	
   as	
   to	
   how	
   and	
   what	
   we	
   can	
  

guarantee	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  produce	
  better	
  effects	
  of	
  mobile	
  

advertising	
   (Kolsaker	
   &	
   Drakatos,	
   2009).	
   Due	
   to	
   the	
  

plethora	
   of	
   different	
   types	
   of	
   mobile	
   advertisements	
  

and	
   strong	
  competition	
  among	
  mobile	
  ads,	
   there	
   is	
   a	
  

clear	
   need	
   for	
   research	
   dealing	
   with	
   the	
   effects	
   of	
  

mobile	
  advertising	
  (Nittala,	
  2011).	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  

	
   In	
   this	
   study,	
   among	
   many	
   factors	
   that	
   could	
  

possibly	
   influence	
   the	
   effects	
   of	
   mobile	
   advertising,	
  

the	
  author	
  focuses	
  on	
  the	
  interactivity	
  that	
  consumers	
  

experience	
   through	
   diverse	
   elements	
   in	
   mobile	
  

advertising,	
   such	
   as	
   specific	
   messages	
   or	
   some	
  

functions	
   that	
   users	
   find	
   (Gao	
   et	
   al.,	
   2009).	
   In	
  

marketing	
   and	
   advertising	
   literature,	
   interactivity	
   has	
  

been	
   shown	
   to	
   be	
   an	
   important	
   driver	
   in	
   consumer	
  

acceptance	
   of	
  mobile	
   ads	
   (Gao	
   et	
   al.,	
   2009;	
   Drossos,	
  

Giaglis,	
   Lekakos,	
   Kokkinaki,	
   &	
   Stavnaki,	
   2007;	
   Bauer,	
  

Barnes,	
   Reichardt,	
   &	
   Neumann,	
   2005).	
   According	
   to	
  

Kannan,	
   Chang,	
   and	
   Whinston	
   (2001),	
   the	
   key	
  

characteristic	
   of	
   advertising	
   on	
   mobile	
   phones	
   is	
  

“ubiquitous	
   interactivity.”	
   Since	
   mobile	
   phones	
   are	
  

portable,	
   personal,	
   and	
   nearly	
   always	
   on	
   (Barnes,	
  

2002),	
  they	
  enable	
  the	
  recipient	
  of	
  a	
  message	
  to	
  reply	
  

to	
   it	
   immediately,	
   thereby	
   establishing	
   a	
   direct	
  

dialogue	
   between	
   marketers	
   and	
   their	
   potential	
  

consumers	
  (Bauer	
  et	
  al.,	
  2005).	
   	
  

	
   Given	
   the	
   ubiquitous	
   nature	
   of	
   the	
   mobile	
  

technology	
  and	
  the	
  subsequent	
  growth	
  in	
  demand	
  for	
  

mobile	
   content,	
   the	
  advent	
  of	
  mobile	
   advertising	
  has	
  

opened	
   up	
   the	
   possibility	
   for	
   marketers	
   to	
   reach	
   an	
  

individual	
  consumer	
  in	
  the	
  correct	
  place,	
  at	
  the	
  perfect	
  

time,	
   and	
   in	
   an	
   interactive	
   way	
   (Peters	
   et	
   al.,	
   2007).	
  

Although	
   prior	
   research	
   has	
   acknowledged	
   the	
  

importance	
   of	
   interactivity	
   in	
   determining	
   the	
  

effectiveness	
   of	
   mobile	
   ads	
   (e.g.,	
   Gao	
   et	
   al.,	
   2009;	
  

Drossos	
   et	
   al.,	
   2007),	
   no	
   research,	
   to	
   date,	
   has	
  

examined	
   how	
   different	
   types	
   of	
   interactivity	
   impact	
  

consumer	
  responses	
  to	
  mobile	
  ads.	
   	
  

	
   Therefore,	
  the	
  primary	
  purpose	
  of	
  this	
  study	
  is	
  to	
  

investigate	
  young	
  consumers’	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  mobile	
  

ads	
  using	
  different	
  types	
  of	
  interactivity,	
  guided	
  by	
  the	
  

work	
  of	
   Cho	
   and	
  Chen	
   (2005).	
   The	
   interactivity	
   types	
  

are	
   consumer-­‐message	
   interactivity,	
   consumer-­‐

marketer	
   interactivity,	
   and	
   consumer-­‐consumer	
  

interactivity.	
  The	
  current	
  research	
  will	
  contribute	
  to	
  a	
  

broader	
   theoretical	
   foundation	
   on	
   the	
   effects	
   of	
  

interactivity	
   for	
   wireless	
   advertising	
   and	
   will	
   also	
  

attempt	
   to	
   identify	
   what	
   mobile	
   interactivity	
  

strategies	
  are	
  most	
  effective	
  for	
  mobile	
  ads.	
   	
  

	
  

BACKGROUND	
  

Popularity	
  of	
  Mobile	
  Ads	
  

	
   Today,	
   more	
   than	
   326	
   million	
   consumers	
   in	
   the	
  

United	
  States	
  own	
  mobile	
  phones	
  (CTIA:	
  The	
  Wireless	
  

Association,	
  2013).	
  This	
  number	
  of	
  mobile	
  phone	
  users	
  

is	
   the	
   most	
   important	
   reason	
   as	
   to	
   why	
   more	
   and	
  

more	
   companies	
   are	
   using	
  mobile	
   advertising	
   as	
   one	
  



Mobile	
  Marketing	
  Association	
   	
   	
   	
   IJMM	
  Summer	
  2013	
  Vol.	
  8,	
  No.	
  1	
  
	
  

7	
  

of	
   their	
   marketing	
   tools	
   (Park,	
   Shenoy,	
   &	
   Salvendy,	
  

2008).	
   Since	
   consumers	
   carry	
   their	
   mobile	
   phones	
  

almost	
   everywhere,	
   many	
   companies	
   are	
   pouring	
  

more	
   of	
   their	
  marketing	
   budgets	
   into	
   different	
   types	
  

of	
   mobile	
   advertising	
   (Sora-­‐Koury	
   &	
   Yang,	
   2010).	
  

Furthermore,	
  mobile	
  ads	
  could	
  be	
  useful	
  compared	
  to	
  

other	
   advertising	
   media	
   options	
   for	
   maximizing	
   the	
  

chances	
   to	
   communicate	
   with	
   a	
   captive	
   audience	
  

(Ferris,	
   2007).	
   The	
   debut	
   of	
   the	
   smartphone	
   has	
  

become	
   another	
   driver	
   for	
   many	
   companies	
   to	
  

consider	
  mobile	
  ads	
  as	
  a	
  major	
  advertising	
  tool	
  as	
  well	
  

(Indvik,	
   2010).	
   According	
   to	
   JiWire’s	
   survey	
   (2010),	
  

more	
  than	
  half	
  of	
  smartphone	
  users	
  surveyed	
  said	
  that	
  

they	
   acted	
   on	
   an	
   advertisement	
   in	
   an	
   application.	
  

Furthermore,	
  about	
  20%	
  of	
  the	
  users	
  who	
  acted	
  on	
  a	
  

mobile	
   ad	
   said	
   that	
   they	
   purchased	
   a	
   product	
  

advertised	
  in	
  a	
  mobile	
  ad	
  sent	
  to	
  their	
  smartphones	
  in	
  

the	
   past	
   few	
   months.	
   These	
   survey	
   results	
   indicate	
  

that	
  companies	
  are	
   investing	
  more	
  of	
  their	
  marketing	
  

budgets	
  in	
  mobile	
  advertising	
  than	
  ever	
  before	
  (JiWire,	
  

2010;	
   Pew	
   Internet	
   and	
   American	
   Life	
   Research	
  

Project,	
  2010).	
   	
  

	
   In	
  addition	
  to	
  the	
  popularity	
  of	
  mobile	
  ads,	
  there	
  

are	
  predictions	
  regarding	
  potentially	
  bigger	
  growth	
  of	
  

mobile	
  ads	
   in	
   the	
   future.	
  The	
  survey	
  by	
   JiWire	
   (2010)	
  

indicated	
   that	
   about	
   half	
   of	
   the	
   survey	
   participants	
  

were	
   willing	
   to	
   provide	
   their	
   locations	
   in	
   order	
   to	
  

receive	
   location-­‐based	
   mobile	
   ads.	
   The	
   survey	
  

indicated	
  that	
  consumers	
  have	
  a	
  different	
  psychology	
  

regarding	
  ads	
  when	
  they	
  are	
  exposed	
  to	
  ads	
  at	
  home	
  

and	
  while	
   traveling;	
   they	
   often	
   react	
  more	
   favorable	
  

to	
   ads	
   when	
   they	
   are	
   on	
   the	
   go;	
   and	
   that	
   people	
  

generally	
   are	
   more	
   receptive	
   to	
   advertising	
   through	
  

their	
  mobile	
  devices.	
   	
  

	
   Mobile	
  advertising	
  has	
  been	
   limited	
  compared	
  to	
  

other	
  traditional	
  advertising	
  media	
  options	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  

diversity,	
   creativity,	
   and	
   use.	
   However,	
   more	
   diverse	
  

types	
  of	
  mobile	
  ads	
  are	
  being	
  used	
  in	
  sales	
  promotions,	
  

event	
   marketing,	
   branded	
   content	
   marketing,	
   and	
  

customer	
  relationship	
  marketing;	
  these	
  mobile	
  ads	
  are	
  

based	
   on	
   the	
   characteristics	
   of	
   real-­‐time	
   connectivity	
  

and	
   interactivity	
   with	
   consumers	
   (Pew	
   Internet	
   and	
  

American	
  Life	
  Research	
  Project,	
  2010).	
  

	
   Another	
   benefit	
   for	
   companies	
   using	
   mobile	
  

advertising	
  as	
  a	
  marketing	
  tool	
   is	
   that	
   it	
  saves	
  money	
  

compared	
   to	
   other	
   forms	
   of	
   advertising	
   (Cian,	
   2009).	
  

Sending	
   mobile	
   ads	
   to	
   consumers	
   is	
   often	
   much	
  

cheaper	
   than	
   conducting	
  more	
   traditional	
   advertising	
  

activities	
   (MobiADNews,	
   2010).	
   This	
   financial	
  

advantage	
   of	
   mobile	
   advertising	
   over	
   other	
   more	
  

traditional	
  advertising	
  media	
  has	
  been	
  noted	
  not	
  only	
  

in	
  several	
  media	
  reports	
  but	
  also	
  by	
  mobile	
  advertising	
  

organizations,	
   such	
   as	
   the	
   Mobile	
   Marketing	
  

Association	
  (MMA).	
   	
  

Consumer	
  Reponses	
  to	
  Mobile	
  Ads	
   	
  

	
   Despite	
   the	
   popularity	
   of	
   mobile	
   ads	
   across	
   the	
  

world	
   as	
   well	
   as	
   the	
   overall	
   optimism	
   about	
   mobile	
  

ads’	
   positive	
   effects	
   on	
   consumers,	
   there	
   has	
   been	
   a	
  

relative	
   lack	
   of	
   empirical	
   research	
   investigating	
  

consumers’	
   attitudes	
   toward	
  mobile	
   ads	
   (Park	
   et	
   al.,	
  

2008).	
  Most	
   of	
   the	
   research	
   has	
   been	
   focused	
   in	
   the	
  

area	
  of	
  consumer	
  surveys	
  conducted	
  from	
  companies’	
  

perspectives,	
   not	
   from	
   an	
   academic	
   viewpoint	
   (Yu	
   &	
  

Cude,	
   2009).	
   In	
   particular,	
  where	
   consumers’	
   general	
  

advertising	
   avoidance	
   is	
   widespread	
   (Kelly,	
   Kerr,	
   &	
  

Drennan,	
  2010),	
  there	
  has	
  not	
  been	
  enough	
  discussion	
  

about	
   how	
   consumers	
   feel	
   about	
   different	
   types	
   of	
  

mobile	
  ads	
  (Yu	
  &	
  Cude,	
  2009a).	
   	
  

	
   Prior	
   research	
   has	
   indicated	
   the	
   need	
   for	
  

conducting	
   more	
   structured	
   research	
   in	
   order	
   to	
  

understand	
   consumers’	
   attitudes	
   and	
   beliefs	
   toward	
  

mobile	
  ads	
  so	
  that	
  companies	
  would	
  be	
  able	
  to	
  know	
  

if	
   consumers	
   are	
   positively	
   or	
   negatively	
   viewing	
   the	
  

ads	
   (Okazaki,	
   Katsukura,	
   &	
  Nishiyama,	
   2007).	
   A	
   2009	
  

report	
  from	
  the	
  Federal	
  Trade	
  Commission	
  brought	
  up	
  

concerns	
   about	
   the	
   intrusiveness	
   of	
   mobile	
   ads	
  

because	
   consumers	
   might	
   feel	
   uncomfortable	
   about	
  

the	
   ads	
   being	
   sent	
   directly	
   to	
   their	
   personal	
   mobile	
  

devices	
   (FTC,	
   2009).	
   Consumers	
   could	
   also	
   feel	
  

annoyed	
  by	
  receiving	
  mobile	
  ads	
  because	
  they	
  did	
  not	
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give	
  prior	
  permission	
   to	
   the	
  companies	
   to	
   send	
   them	
  

the	
  mobile	
  ads	
  (Gurau,	
  Ranchhod,	
  &	
  Gauzente,	
  2003).	
  

Barnes	
   and	
   Scornnavacca	
   (2004)	
   found	
   that	
   user	
  

permission	
   is	
   one	
   of	
   the	
   most	
   important	
   variables	
  

affecting	
  the	
  effectiveness	
  of	
  mobile	
  advertising.	
  Prior	
  

permission	
   contributes	
   to	
   consumers’	
   positive	
  

attitudes	
   toward	
  mobile	
   ads	
   as	
  well	
   to	
   the	
  brands	
  or	
  

products	
   advertised.	
   However,	
   many	
   companies	
  

ignore	
   these	
   concerns	
   and	
   often	
   send	
   their	
   mobile	
  

advertisements	
  without	
  the	
  permission	
  of	
  users	
  (Yu	
  &	
  

Cude,	
   2009b).	
   Therefore,	
   the	
   optimism	
   that	
  

companies	
   have	
   regarding	
   the	
   positive	
   effects	
   of	
  

mobile	
   ads	
   should	
   be	
   reconsidered	
   and	
   examined	
  

from	
  diverse	
  perspectives	
  (Andrews,	
  2006).	
   	
  

	
   Despite	
   the	
   mobile	
   ads	
   that	
   generally	
   include	
  

customized	
   messages	
   with	
   tangible	
   benefits	
   (e.g.,	
  

coupons,	
   special	
   sales	
  events)	
   for	
   specific	
   consumers,	
  

some	
   scholars	
   have	
   noted	
   the	
   possible	
   negative	
  

effects	
   of	
   customized	
  messages	
   and	
   have	
   speculated	
  

as	
   to	
   whether	
   the	
   negative	
   effects	
   might	
   offset	
   the	
  

positive	
   ones	
   (Phelps,	
   D’Souza,	
   &	
   Nowak,	
   2001;	
  

Sacirbey,	
   2000;	
   Sheehan,	
   1999).	
   For	
   instance,	
   Tsang,	
  

Ho,	
   and	
   Liang	
   (2004)	
   found	
   that	
   consumers	
   generally	
  

have	
  negative	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  SMS-­‐based	
  mobile	
  ads	
  

unless	
   they	
   had	
   specifically	
   consented	
   to	
   receive	
   the	
  

ads.	
   However,	
   obtaining	
   prior	
   consent	
   is	
   not	
   a	
  

common	
   practice	
   of	
   many	
   companies	
   who	
   conduct	
  

mobile	
   advertising.	
   Furthermore,	
   researchers	
  

confirmed	
   that	
   there	
   is	
   a	
   direct	
   association	
   between	
  

unfavorable	
   consumer	
   attitudes	
   and	
   behavioral	
  

intention	
  to	
  receive	
  mobile	
  ads	
  (e.g.,	
  bad	
  image	
  about	
  

the	
   brand	
   advertised	
   and	
   losing	
   the	
   intention	
   to	
   buy	
  

the	
   product	
   in	
   the	
   future).	
   In	
   short,	
   researchers	
  

suggested	
   that	
   companies	
   should	
   not	
   send	
   mobile	
  

advertising	
   messages	
   without	
   consumers’	
   prior	
  

permission	
  (Tsang,	
  et	
  al.,	
  2004).	
   	
  

	
   A	
   recent	
  wave	
  of	
   interest	
   in	
   advertising	
   research	
  

has	
   stimulated	
   debates	
   as	
   to	
   whether	
   mobile	
   ads	
  

violate	
   consumers’	
   privacy	
   rights.	
   In	
   fact,	
   consumer	
  

privacy	
  concerns	
  might	
  be	
  a	
  key	
  factor	
  influencing	
  the	
  

effectiveness	
   of	
   interactive	
   advertising	
   (Miyazaki	
   &	
  

Fernandez,	
   2000;	
   Sheehan	
   &	
   Hoy,	
   1999;	
   Yu	
   &	
   Cude,	
  

2009b).	
   In	
   the	
   context	
  of	
  online	
  advertising,	
   Sheehan	
  

and	
  Hoy	
  (1999)	
  found	
  that	
  online	
  consumers’	
  concerns	
  

regarding	
   privacy	
   are	
   correlated	
   with	
   consumer	
  

actions	
   in	
   order	
   to	
   protect	
   their	
   privacy.	
   As	
   privacy	
  

concern	
   increases,	
   consumers	
   are	
   likely	
   to	
   provide	
  

incomplete	
  information	
  when	
  registering	
  for	
  websites,	
  

notifying	
   Internet	
   service	
   providers	
   (ISPs)	
   about	
  

unsolicited	
   e-­‐mail,	
   requesting	
   removal	
   from	
   mailing	
  

lists,	
   and	
   sending	
   highly	
   negative	
  messages	
   to	
   online	
  

companies	
   that	
   are	
   sending	
   unsolicited	
   e-­‐mail.	
  

Consumers	
   also	
   are	
   less	
   likely	
   to	
   provide	
   personal	
  

information	
   to	
   organizations.	
   Leppäniemi	
   and	
  

Karjaluoto	
   (2005)	
   revealed	
   that	
   consumers	
   tend	
   to	
  

fear	
   invasion	
   of	
   their	
   privacy	
   in	
   mobile	
   advertising,	
  

suggesting	
   that	
   concern	
   about	
   privacy	
   is	
   one	
   of	
   the	
  

most	
   significant	
   obstacles	
   to	
   successful	
   mobile	
  

advertising.	
   	
  

	
   According	
   to	
   a	
   UPI-­‐Zogby	
   International	
   Poll	
  

(2007),	
   more	
   than	
   90%	
   of	
   the	
   participants	
   from	
  

diverse	
  countries	
  were	
  concerned	
  about	
   their	
  privacy	
  

and	
   the	
   possibility	
   of	
   identity	
   theft.	
   In	
   this	
   situation	
  

where	
   people	
   do	
   not	
   want	
   to	
   share	
   their	
   personal	
  

information,	
   including	
   the	
   numbers	
   of	
   their	
   mobile	
  

phones,	
   personalized	
   e-­‐mail	
   or	
   mobile	
   ads	
   could	
  

become	
   less	
   effective	
   if	
   consumers	
   view	
   them	
   as	
   an	
  

invasion	
  of	
  their	
  privacy	
  (Gurau	
  et	
  al.,	
  2003;	
  Sheehan,	
  

1999).	
  However,	
  despite	
  consumers’	
  privacy	
  concerns,	
  

many	
   companies	
   continue	
   to	
   send	
   mobile	
   ads	
   since	
  

some	
   mobile	
   ads	
   are	
   actually	
   beneficial	
   (Park	
   et	
   al.,	
  

2008).	
   	
  

Applying	
  the	
  Role	
  of	
  Interactivity	
  to	
  Mobile	
  Ads	
  

	
   Are	
   there	
   ways	
   to	
   design	
   mobile	
   ads	
   so	
   that	
  

consumers	
   can	
   feel	
   more	
   comfortable	
   and	
   accept	
  

them	
  more	
   easily?	
  Among	
   several	
   recommendations,	
  

some	
  researchers	
  have	
  pointed	
  out	
   that	
   if	
  companies	
  

apply	
   interactivity	
   wisely	
   to	
   mobile	
   ads,	
   it	
   would	
   be	
  

possible	
   for	
   consumers	
   to	
   view	
   mobile	
   ads	
   more	
  

favorably	
   (Lustria,	
   2006),	
  which	
   is	
   a	
  major	
   interest	
  of	
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the	
   present	
   study.	
   Mobile	
   ads	
   can	
   increase	
   the	
  

possibility	
   of	
   interactivity	
   since	
   they	
   allow	
   companies	
  

to	
   receive	
   immediate	
   and	
   direct	
   feedback	
   from	
  

consumers.	
   According	
   to	
   a	
   study	
   by	
   Leppäniemi	
   and	
  

Karjaluoto	
   (2005),	
   even	
   though	
   consumers	
   did	
   not	
  

provide	
   prior	
   permission	
   to	
   receive	
   mobile	
   ads	
   on	
  

their	
  mobile	
   phones,	
   they	
  were	
  willing	
   to	
   accept	
   the	
  

messages	
   and	
   even	
   respond	
   favorably	
   to	
   the	
  mobile	
  

ad	
   if	
   they	
   felt	
   the	
   mobile	
   ad’s	
   interactivity	
   was	
  

appropriate.	
   	
  

	
   Even	
  though	
  there	
  are	
  possibly	
  several	
  reasons	
  for	
  

consumers	
   not	
   to	
   welcome	
   mobile	
   ads,	
   there	
   are	
  

several	
  factors	
  that	
  companies	
  can	
  control	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  

increase	
  the	
  possibility	
  of	
  consumers	
  accepting	
  mobile	
  

ads,	
   such	
   as	
   decreasing	
   advertising	
   intrusiveness	
   and	
  

getting	
   prior	
   permission	
   before	
   sending	
   mobile	
   ads	
  

(Kennedy,	
   2006).	
   Therefore,	
   using	
   effective	
  

interactivity	
   features	
   in	
  mobile	
   ads	
   could	
  be	
  a	
   crucial	
  

factor	
  for	
  consumers	
  not	
  to	
  have	
  negative	
  reactions	
  to	
  

the	
  mobile	
  ads	
  sent	
  to	
  them	
  (Tsang,	
  et	
  al.,	
  2004).	
   	
  

	
   Interactivity	
   has	
   been	
   suggested	
   by	
   several	
  

previous	
  studies,	
  including	
  research	
  by	
  Cho	
  and	
  Cheon	
  

(2005),	
   as	
   one	
   of	
   the	
   characteristics	
   that	
   could	
   help	
  

people	
   to	
   feel	
   favorably	
   toward	
   mobile	
   ads.	
  

Depending	
   on	
   how	
   the	
   appropriate	
   types	
   of	
  

interactivity	
   are	
   applied	
   in	
   mobile	
   ads,	
   consumers’	
  

attitude	
  toward	
  not	
  only	
  the	
  ads	
  themselves,	
  but	
  also	
  

to	
   the	
   products	
   and	
   brands	
   advertised,	
   could	
   be	
  

significantly	
  different	
  (Yu,	
  Paek,	
  &	
  Bae,	
  2008).	
  

Conceptualizing	
  Interactivity	
   	
  

	
   Interactivity	
   in	
   the	
   advertising	
   field	
   has	
   been	
  

defined	
   differently	
   in	
   various	
   studies.	
   Blattberg	
   and	
  

Deighton	
   (1991)	
   defined	
   interactivity	
   as	
   the	
   facility	
  

with	
   which	
   people	
   and	
   organizations	
   communicate	
  

directly	
   with	
   one	
   another	
   regardless	
   of	
   distance	
   or	
  

time.	
  Interactivity	
  has	
  also	
  been	
  defined	
  as	
  “the	
  extent	
  

to	
  which	
  users	
  can	
  participate	
  in	
  modifying	
  the	
  format	
  

and	
  content	
  of	
  a	
  mediated	
  environment	
   in	
   real	
   time”	
  

(Steuer,	
   1992,	
   p.	
   84).	
   While	
   these	
   definitions	
   are	
  

somewhat	
   narrow,	
   Liu	
   and	
   Shrum	
   (2002)	
   expanded	
  

the	
  definition	
  of	
   interactivity	
   to	
  “the	
  degree	
  to	
  which	
  

two	
   or	
  more	
   communication	
   parties	
   can	
   act	
   on	
   each	
  

other,	
   on	
   the	
   communication	
   medium,	
   and	
   on	
   the	
  

messages	
  and	
  the	
  degree	
  to	
  which	
  such	
  influences	
  are	
  

synchronized”	
  (p.	
  54).	
  

	
   As	
  an	
  extension	
  of	
  these	
  researchers’	
  conceptions,	
  

Cho	
  and	
   Leckenby	
   (1997)	
  proposed	
   three	
  dimensions	
  

of	
  interactivity	
  on	
  websites:	
  user-­‐machine	
  interaction,	
  

user-­‐user	
   interaction,	
   and	
   user-­‐message	
   interaction.	
  

User-­‐machine	
   interaction	
   is	
  human	
   interaction	
  with	
  a	
  

computer	
   that	
   is	
   close	
   to	
   the	
   traditional	
   meaning	
   of	
  

interaction.	
  A	
  computer	
  system	
  must	
  be	
  responsive	
  to	
  

users’	
   actions	
   in	
   order	
   to	
   be	
   interactive.	
   User-­‐user	
  

interaction	
   is	
   a	
   type	
   of	
   interpersonal	
   communication	
  

that	
   can	
   be	
   created	
   by	
   computer-­‐mediated	
   functions	
  

(e.g.,	
   chatting	
   and	
   newsletters).	
   The	
   more	
   functions	
  

for	
  communication	
  among	
  users,	
  the	
  more	
  interactive	
  

the	
   communication.	
   The	
   third	
   dimension	
   of	
  

interactivity	
   is	
   user-­‐message	
   interaction,	
   which	
   was	
  

limited	
   in	
   traditional	
   media.	
   However,	
   online	
   users	
  

have	
  much	
  more	
  freedom	
  in	
  controlling	
  the	
  messages	
  

they	
   receive	
  and	
  customizing	
   the	
  messages	
  according	
  

to	
  their	
  preferences.	
   	
  

	
   Based	
  on	
  Cho	
  and	
  Leckenby’s	
   (1997)	
  dimensions,	
  

Cho	
  and	
  Cheon	
  (2005)	
  developed	
  a	
  new	
  dimension	
  of	
  

interactivity	
   in	
   their	
   content	
   analysis	
   of	
   corporate	
  

websites	
   across	
   many	
   countries.	
   They	
   defined	
  

interactivity	
   as	
   “the	
   degree	
   to	
   which	
   consumers	
  

engage	
  in	
  marketing	
  processing	
  by	
  actively	
  interacting	
  

with	
   marketing	
   communication	
   messages,	
   with	
  

marketers,	
  and	
  with	
  other	
  consumers”	
  (2005,	
  p.	
  102).	
  

The	
  dimensions	
  of	
  interactivity	
  applied	
  in	
  their	
  content	
  

analysis	
   of	
   websites,	
   which	
   are	
   used	
   for	
   this	
   present	
  

study,	
   are	
   (1)	
   consumer-­‐message	
   interactivity,	
   (2)	
  

consumer-­‐marketer	
   interactivity,	
   and	
   (3)	
   consumer-­‐

consumer	
  interactivity	
  (Cho	
  &	
  Cheon,	
  2005).	
   	
  

	
   First,	
   consumer-­‐message	
   interactivity	
   refers	
   to	
  

users’	
   interactions	
   with	
   advertising	
   messages.	
   This	
  

kind	
   of	
   interactivity	
   could	
   be	
   more	
   realized	
   when	
  

websites	
   have	
   a	
   larger	
   quantity	
   of	
   information.	
   By	
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editing,	
   manipulating,	
   and	
   searching	
   for	
   information,	
  

consumers	
   are	
   likely	
   to	
   interact	
   with	
   advertising	
  

messages	
   on	
   the	
   Internet	
   as	
   well	
   as	
   on	
   the	
   mobile	
  

phone.	
   In	
   the	
   domain	
   of	
   interactive	
   marketing,	
   for	
  

example,	
   consumer-­‐message	
   interactivity	
   includes	
   a	
  

consumer’s	
   use	
   of	
   keyword	
   search	
   functions,	
  

multimedia	
  features,	
  virtual	
  reality	
  display	
  on	
  the	
  site,	
  

and	
  a	
  product	
  choice	
  helper	
  (Cho	
  &	
  Chen,	
  2005).	
  

	
   The	
  second	
  dimension	
  of	
   interactivity,	
  consumer-­‐

marketer	
   interactivity,	
   is	
   a	
   two-­‐way	
   interaction	
  

between	
   users	
   and	
   marketers.	
   Different	
   from	
   the	
  

consumer-­‐message	
   interactivity,	
   this	
   interactivity	
  

involves	
   the	
   direct	
   roles	
   of	
   advertisers	
   in	
   interaction	
  

with	
   their	
   target	
   audience	
   (Cho	
   &	
   Leckenby,	
   1997).	
  

Some	
   examples	
   of	
   consumer-­‐marketer	
   interactivity	
  

include	
  consumer	
  feedback	
  to	
  marketers,	
  participation	
  

in	
  a	
  consumer	
  satisfactory	
  survey,	
  and	
  a	
  request	
  of	
  the	
  

problem	
  diagnostics.	
  Users	
  can	
  experience	
  this	
  type	
  of	
  

interactivity	
   by	
   using	
   the	
   “Q&A”	
   functions	
   or	
   by	
  

exchanging	
  e-­‐mails	
  with	
  different	
  companies.	
   	
  

	
   The	
   last	
   dimension	
   of	
   interactivity	
   is	
   consumer-­‐

consumer	
   interactivity,	
   which	
   involves	
   interpersonal	
  

interaction	
  among	
  consumers.	
  Users	
  can	
  interact	
  with	
  

each	
   other	
   by	
   participating	
   in	
   various	
   user-­‐oriented	
  

interactive	
   functions,	
   such	
   as	
   online	
   discussions,	
   chat	
  

rooms,	
  and	
  social	
  network	
  communities,	
  not	
  mediated	
  

by	
  third	
  parties	
  (e.g.,	
  marketers)	
  (Cho	
  &	
  Chen,	
  2005).	
  

Research	
  Questions	
  

	
   Drawing	
   upon	
   the	
   categorization	
   of	
   interactivity	
  

suggested	
   by	
   Cho	
   and	
   Cheon	
   (2005),	
   the	
   current	
  

research	
   attempts	
   to	
   examine	
   consumer	
   attitudes	
  

toward	
   mobile	
   ads,	
   the	
   brands	
   in	
   the	
   ads,	
   and	
   the	
  

purchase	
  intentions	
  for	
  the	
  products	
  advertised	
  based	
  

on	
   different	
   types	
   of	
   interactivity.	
   While	
   a	
   growing	
  

body	
  of	
  research	
  has	
  suggested	
  that	
  interactivity	
  plays	
  

a	
  positive	
  role	
  in	
  consumer	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  Internet-­‐

based	
   and	
   mobile	
   ads	
   (e.g.,	
   Cho	
   &	
   Cheon,	
   2005;	
  

Lustria,	
  2006),	
  there	
  is	
  a	
  paucity	
  of	
  research	
  examining	
  

the	
   effectiveness	
   of	
   various	
   types	
   of	
   interactivity	
   on	
  

consumer	
   responses	
   to	
   mobile	
   ads.	
   Given	
   that	
   the	
  

popularity	
  of	
  mobile	
  ads	
  has	
  been	
  very	
  recent,	
  earlier	
  

research	
   evidence	
   is	
   too	
   scarce	
   and	
   inconclusive	
   to	
  

enable	
   the	
   authors	
   to	
   formulate	
   specific	
   research	
  

hypotheses.	
   Thus,	
   the	
   following	
   research	
   questions	
  

are	
  proposed.	
   	
  

	
   RQ1:	
  Will	
  consumer-­‐message	
   interactivity	
   lead	
  to	
  

more	
   favorable	
  attitudes	
   toward	
  mobile	
  ads,	
  attitude	
  

toward	
   the	
   brand,	
   and	
   greater	
   purchase	
   intentions	
  

compared	
  to	
  the	
  control	
  condition	
  (no	
  interactivity)?	
  

	
   RQ2:	
  Will	
  consumer-­‐marketer	
  interactivity	
  lead	
  to	
  

more	
   favorable	
  attitudes	
   toward	
  mobile	
  ads,	
  attitude	
  

toward	
   the	
   brand,	
   and	
   greater	
   purchase	
   intentions	
  

compared	
  to	
  the	
  control	
  condition	
  (no	
  interactivity)?	
  

	
   RQ3:	
   Will	
   consumer-­‐consumer	
   interactivity	
   lead	
  

to	
   more	
   favorable	
   attitudes	
   toward	
   mobile	
   ads,	
  

attitude	
   toward	
   the	
   brand,	
   and	
   greater	
   purchase	
  

intentions	
   compared	
   to	
   the	
   control	
   condition	
   (no	
  

interactivity)?	
  

	
   RQ4:	
  Which	
  type	
  of	
   interactivity	
   is	
  most	
  effective	
  

in	
   affecting	
   consumers’	
   attitudes	
   toward	
  mobile	
   ads:	
  

attitude	
  toward	
  the	
  brand	
  or	
  purchase	
  intentions?	
  

	
  

METHOD	
  

Experimental	
  Design	
   	
  

	
   To	
   answer	
   the	
   series	
   of	
   research	
   questions,	
   this	
  

study	
   planned	
   to	
   conduct	
   a	
   web-­‐based	
   experiment	
  

since	
   the	
   present	
   research	
   investigates	
   people’s	
  

attitude	
   toward	
   mobile	
   advertisements,	
   which	
   are	
  

hypothetically	
  sent	
  to	
  each	
  participant.	
  Therefore,	
  the	
  

author	
   tried	
   to	
   provide	
   a	
   better	
   situation	
   for	
   the	
  

participants	
   where	
   they	
   could	
   feel	
   they	
   actually	
  

received	
   mobile	
   advertisements	
   in	
   the	
   experiment.	
  

This	
   study	
   recruited	
   college	
   students	
   who	
   are	
  

considered	
   to	
   be	
   the	
   major	
   targeted	
   customers	
   of	
  

diverse	
   mobile	
   marketing	
   methods.	
   The	
   participants	
  

were	
   randomly	
   assigned	
   to	
   one	
   of	
   the	
   four	
  

manipulated	
   treatments	
   where	
   four	
   different	
   mobile	
  

advertisements	
   were	
   used	
   (applying	
   no	
   interactivity,	
  

consumer-­‐message	
   interactivity,	
   consumer-­‐marketer	
  

interactivity,	
  consumer-­‐consumer	
  interactivity)	
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Table	
  1:	
  Four	
  different	
  scenarios	
  used	
  in	
  the	
  experiment	
  
	
  
	
  
Scenario	
  1:	
  No	
  Interactivity	
  is	
  involved	
  in	
  the	
  mobile	
  ad	
  
Control	
  Group	
  1	
  
Please	
  assume	
  that	
  you	
  received	
  a	
  mobile	
  advertisement	
  to	
  your	
  mobile	
  phone.	
  The	
  mobile	
  ad	
  includes	
  nothing	
  
but	
  text-­‐based	
  advertising	
  messages,	
  such	
  as	
  “Hyper-­‐Online	
  Mart	
  is	
  having	
  a	
  special	
  sales	
  event	
  this	
  week.	
  Every	
  
product	
  will	
  be	
  on	
  sale	
  from	
  40%	
  to	
  70%!”	
  The	
  mobile	
  ad	
  also	
  recommends	
  that	
  you	
  stop	
  by	
  www.hyperonline-­‐
mart.com	
  to	
  see	
  if	
  a	
  product	
  you	
  want	
  is	
  available	
  during	
  this	
  sales	
  event.	
   	
  
	
  
	
  
Scenario	
  2:	
  Consumer-­‐Message	
  Interactivity	
  is	
  involved	
  in	
  the	
  mobile	
  ad	
   	
  
Group	
  2	
  (Making	
  consumers	
  click	
  the	
  hyperlink)	
  
Please	
  assume	
  that	
  you	
  received	
  a	
  mobile	
  advertisement	
  to	
  your	
  cell	
  phone.	
  In	
  addition	
  to	
  the	
  basic	
  text-­‐based	
  
advertising	
  messages	
  regarding	
  the	
  sales	
  event	
  at	
  the	
  www.hyperonline-­‐mart.com,	
  the	
  mobile	
  ad	
  also	
  contains	
  
the	
  information	
  that	
  “you	
  could	
  download	
  5	
  hot	
  new	
  free	
  music	
  files	
  if	
  you	
  click	
  the	
  hyperlink	
  on	
  the	
  last	
  line	
  of	
  
the	
  advertising	
  messages.”	
   	
  
	
  
	
  
Scenario	
  3:	
  Consumer-­‐Marketer	
  Interactivity	
  is	
  involved	
  in	
  the	
  mobile	
  ad	
  
Group	
  3	
  (Making	
  consumers	
  send	
  e-­‐mails	
  to	
  companies)	
  
Please	
  assume	
  that	
  you	
  received	
  a	
  mobile	
  advertisement	
  to	
  your	
  mobile	
  phone.	
  In	
  addition	
  to	
  the	
  basic	
  text-­‐
based	
  advertising	
  messages	
  regarding	
  the	
  sales	
  event	
  at	
  the	
  www.hyperonline-­‐mart.com,	
  the	
  mobile	
  ad	
  also	
  
includes	
  the	
  information	
  that	
  “you	
  could	
  get	
  a	
  special	
  right	
  to	
  enter	
  a	
  fantastic	
  drawing	
  event	
  which	
  awards	
  
several	
  free	
  gifts.	
  Just	
  send	
  your	
  information	
  as	
  an	
  e-­‐mail	
  to	
  this	
  address	
  (hypermart_drawing@hypermart.com).”	
   	
  
	
  
	
  
Scenario	
  4:	
  Consumer-­‐Consumer	
  Interactivity	
  is	
  involved	
  in	
  the	
  mobile	
  ad	
   	
  
Group	
  4	
  (Making	
  consumers	
  communicate	
  with	
  other	
  consumers)	
  
Please	
  assume	
  that	
  you	
  received	
  a	
  mobile	
  advertisement	
  to	
  your	
  mobile	
  phone.	
  In	
  addition	
  to	
  the	
  basic	
  text-­‐
based	
  advertising	
  messages	
  regarding	
  the	
  sales	
  event	
  at	
  the	
  www.hyperonline-­‐mart.com,	
  the	
  mobile	
  ad	
  also	
  
includes	
  the	
  information	
  that	
  “you	
  could	
  get	
  an	
  online	
  coupon	
  which	
  is	
  equivalent	
  to	
  one	
  accessory	
  to	
  decorate	
  
your	
  mobile	
  phone.	
  Also,	
  with	
  a	
  simple	
  clicking,	
  the	
  mobile	
  ad	
  leads	
  you	
  to	
  a	
  cyber	
  space	
  where	
  you	
  can	
  meet	
  
with	
  other	
  friends	
  virtually	
  and	
  possibly	
  exchange	
  online	
  coupons	
  (for	
  accessories)	
  with	
  others.”	
  
	
  

	
   	
  

(between-­‐subjects	
   design).	
   This	
   study	
  was	
   conducted	
  

using	
  a	
   factorial	
  design	
   instead	
  of	
   the	
   survey	
  method	
  

since	
   it	
   investigates	
   people’s	
   reactions	
   and	
   attitude	
  

toward	
   mobile	
   ads.	
   Through	
   the	
   collection	
   of	
   data	
  

employing	
   a	
   factorial	
   design,	
   it	
   was	
   possible	
   to	
  

efficiently	
  estimate	
   the	
  main	
  effects.	
  The	
  participants	
  

in	
   the	
   control	
   group	
   were	
   exposed	
   to	
   a	
   scenario,	
  

providing	
   a	
   story	
   in	
   which	
   the	
   people	
   were	
   given	
   a	
  

mobile	
  ad	
  with	
  no	
  interactivity	
  (Table	
  1).	
  The	
  people	
  in	
  

the	
   other	
   groups	
   were	
   exposed	
   to	
   different	
   stimuli	
  

pertaining	
   to	
   a	
   specific	
   scenario	
   that	
   consisted	
   of	
   a	
  

hypothetical	
   situation	
   where	
   a	
   consumer	
   received	
   a	
  

specific	
   type	
   of	
   interactive	
   mobile	
   ad	
   (consumer-­‐

message	
  interactivity,	
  consumer-­‐marketer	
  interactivity,	
  

consumer-­‐consumer	
  interactivity).	
  

Scenario	
  Creation	
  

	
   To	
   examine	
   how	
   different	
   types	
   of	
   interactivity	
  

influence	
   young	
   consumers’	
   reactions	
   to	
  mobile	
   ads,	
  

the	
   authors	
   employed	
   a	
   scenario-­‐creation	
   method	
  

with	
  different	
   types	
  of	
   interactivity.	
   This	
  method	
  was	
  

used	
   because	
   delivering	
   the	
   mobile	
   ad	
   stimulus	
   to	
  

each	
  participant	
  could	
  not	
  be	
  carried	
  out.	
  Practically,	
  it	
  

was	
   difficult	
   to	
   obtain	
   the	
   mobile	
   phone	
   numbers	
  

from	
   participants	
   and	
   deliver	
  mock	
  mobile	
   ads	
   using	
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different	
   types	
   of	
   interactivity.	
   In	
   addition,	
   the	
  

scenario	
  method	
  has	
  been	
  widely	
  used	
   in	
   advertising	
  

research	
   (e.g.,	
   An	
   &	
   Bergen,	
   2007).	
   Four	
   different	
  

types	
   of	
   scenarios	
   were	
   created	
   based	
   on	
   the	
  

dimensions	
  of	
  perceived	
  interactivity	
  proposed	
  by	
  Cho	
  

and	
  Chen	
  (2005)	
  (Table	
  1).	
  

Participants	
  and	
  Procedures	
  

	
   College	
   students	
   were	
   recruited	
   from	
   three	
  

introductory	
   mass	
   communication	
   classes	
   at	
   a	
  

southeastern	
   U.S.	
   university.	
   The	
   age	
   of	
   the	
  

participants	
   ranged	
   from	
   19	
   to	
   27.	
   This	
   age	
   group	
   is	
  

one	
   of	
   the	
   most	
   active	
   consumer	
   groups	
   who	
   are	
  

more	
   exposed	
   to	
   many	
   types	
   of	
   advertisements	
   and	
  

are	
  more	
  influenced	
  by	
  advertising	
  content	
  than	
  other	
  

consumer	
   groups	
   (Fleming,	
   Thorson,	
   &	
   Atkin,	
   2004).	
  

More	
  importantly,	
  they	
  are	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  major	
  targeted	
  

consumers	
   for	
  mobile	
   advertisements	
   (Jin	
  &	
   Villegas,	
  

2007;	
   Pew	
   Internet	
   and	
   American	
   Life	
   Research	
  

Project,	
   2010).	
   Even	
   though	
   teenagers	
   could	
   have	
   a	
  

higher	
   rate	
   of	
   using	
  WiFi	
   (wireless	
   Internet)	
   on	
   their	
  

mobile	
   phones,	
   the	
   young	
   adult	
   consumer	
   groups	
  

have	
   been	
   more	
   important	
   targets	
   of	
   mobile	
  

advertising	
   due	
   to	
   their	
   better	
   financial	
   resources	
  

compared	
  to	
  teenagers	
  (Christopherson,	
  2010).	
   	
  

	
   All	
  subjects	
  received	
  an	
  e-­‐mail	
   invitation	
  with	
  the	
  

URL	
  of	
  the	
  web-­‐based	
  experiment.	
  At	
  the	
  beginning	
  of	
  

the	
   experiment	
   participants	
   were	
   asked	
   to	
   read	
   a	
  

scenario-­‐based	
  stimulus	
  and	
  complete	
  a	
  questionnaire	
  

designed	
  to	
  evaluate	
  their	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  mobile	
  

ad,	
   brand,	
   and	
   future	
   purchase	
   intention	
   toward	
   the	
  

product	
   advertised.	
   They	
   were	
   debriefed	
   after	
   the	
  

instruments	
  were	
  collected.	
   	
  

Pre-­‐Manipulation	
  Check	
  

	
   Prior	
   to	
   conducting	
   the	
   main	
   experiment,	
   the	
  

authors	
   checked	
   to	
   see	
   if	
   different	
   types	
   of	
  

interactivity	
   were	
   successfully	
   manipulated	
   in	
   each	
  

scenario.	
  A	
  pretest	
  was	
  conducted	
  using	
  a	
   total	
  of	
  30	
  

undergraduate	
   students	
   from	
   the	
   same	
   population,	
  

but	
  not	
  included	
  in	
  the	
  main	
  experiment	
  group.	
  On	
  the	
  

first	
  page	
  of	
  the	
  questionnaire	
  the	
  brief	
  purpose	
  of	
  the	
  

pilot	
  test	
  and	
  the	
  definition	
  of	
  the	
  three	
  interactivities	
  

(consumer-­‐message,	
   consumer-­‐marketer,	
   and	
  

consumer-­‐consumer)	
   were	
   explained.	
   After	
   reading	
  

the	
  paragraph	
   showing	
   the	
   conceptualization	
  of	
   each	
  

type	
  of	
  interactivity,	
  participants	
  were	
  asked	
  to	
  turn	
  to	
  

the	
  next	
  page	
   in	
  which	
  one	
  of	
   the	
   four	
  scenarios	
  was	
  

written.	
  The	
  participants	
  in	
  each	
  group	
  were	
  asked	
  if	
  a	
  

specific	
   interactivity	
  was	
   appropriately	
   applied	
   in	
   the	
  

scenario.	
  Using	
  a	
  5-­‐point	
  Likert	
  scale,	
  they	
  were	
  asked	
  

to	
  check	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  five	
  options	
  regarding	
  the	
  scenario	
  

given	
   to	
   them.	
   A	
   three-­‐item	
   manipulation	
   check	
  

measure	
   was	
   utilized	
   to	
   test	
   if	
   the	
   scenarios	
   were	
  

applying	
   the	
   three	
   different	
   types	
   of	
   interactivities	
  

correctly.	
   Participants	
   were	
   asked	
   if	
   they	
   agree	
   or	
  

disagree	
  to	
  the	
  following:	
  mobile	
  ads	
   in	
  the	
  scenarios	
  

focused	
  on	
  “interacting	
  with	
  the	
  advertising	
  message,”	
  

“interacting	
  with	
  the	
  marketer,”	
  and	
  “interacting	
  with	
  

the	
   other	
   consumers”	
   on	
   a	
   5-­‐point	
   Likert	
   scale	
  

involving	
   various	
   degrees	
   of	
   agreement	
   or	
  

disagreement.	
  Three	
  different	
  scenarios	
  were	
  given	
  to	
  

all	
  participants	
  and	
  they	
  were	
  then	
  asked	
  to	
  show	
  the	
  

extent	
  of	
  their	
  agreement	
  to	
  the	
  following	
  statements:	
  

“I	
   think	
   this	
   scenario	
   is	
   showing	
   how	
   consumers	
  

interact	
  with	
  the	
  messages	
  in	
  the	
  mobile	
  ad,”	
  “I	
  think	
  

this	
  scenario	
   is	
  showing	
  how	
  consumers	
   interact	
  with	
  

the	
  marketer	
  who	
  is	
  conducting	
  this	
  mobile	
  ad,”	
  and	
  “I	
  

think	
  this	
  scenario	
  is	
  showing	
  how	
  consumers	
  interact	
  

with	
  the	
  other	
  consumers	
  for	
  this	
  mobile	
  ad.”	
   	
  

	
   The	
   results	
   of	
   this	
   manipulation	
   check	
   indicated	
  

that	
  each	
  scenario	
  had	
  its	
  own	
  characteristics	
  that	
  are	
  

significantly	
  different	
   from	
  others.	
  Regarding	
   the	
   first	
  

scenario,	
  participants’	
  answers	
  for	
  the	
  first	
  statement	
  

(i.e.,	
   “I	
   think	
   this	
   scenario	
   is	
   showing	
  how	
  consumers	
  

interact	
   with	
   the	
   messages	
   in	
   the	
   mobile	
   ad”)	
   were	
  

significantly	
   higher	
   than	
   those	
   of	
   the	
   other	
   two	
  

statements	
   (M=	
   4.80,	
   SD	
   =	
   .421,	
   df=	
   2,	
   p<.05).	
   The	
  

second	
   scenario	
   (consumer-­‐marketer	
   interactivity)	
  

also	
   attained	
   significantly	
   higher	
   agreement	
   scores	
   in	
  

the	
   statement	
   indicating	
   that	
   the	
   scenario	
   showed	
  

how	
  consumers	
  are	
  interacting	
  with	
  the	
  marketer	
  who	
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is	
  conducting	
  the	
  mobile	
  ad	
  (M=	
  4.30,	
  SD	
  =	
  .674,	
  df=	
  2,	
  

p<.05).	
   The	
   significantly	
   higher	
   agreement	
   was	
  

anchored	
   as	
   well	
   to	
   the	
   statement,	
   “I	
   think	
   this	
  

scenario	
   is	
   showing	
   how	
   do	
   consumers	
   interact	
   with	
  

the	
  other	
  consumers	
  for	
  this	
  mobile	
  ad”	
  regarding	
  the	
  

third	
   scenario	
   (M=	
   4.20,	
   SD	
   =	
   .788,	
   df=	
   2,	
   p<.05).	
   In	
  

conclusion,	
   the	
   authors	
   confirmed	
   that	
   the	
   three	
  

scenarios	
  were	
  appropriate	
  for	
  the	
  main	
  experiment.	
  

Dependent	
  Variables	
  

	
   The	
  5-­‐point	
   Likert	
   scale	
   that	
   included	
   statements	
  

about	
   consumers’	
   attitudes	
   toward	
   mobile	
   ads,	
  

attitudes	
   toward	
   brands,	
   and	
   purchase	
   intentions	
  

toward	
  the	
  products	
  advertised	
  (Table	
  2)	
  was	
  adopted	
  

and	
   used	
   by	
   several	
   previous	
   studies	
   (Holbrook	
   &	
  

Batra,	
  1987;	
  Shamdasani,	
  Stanaland,	
  &	
  Tan,	
  2001;	
  Lee,	
  

2000;	
  Lee	
  &	
  Mason,	
  1999;	
  Coyle	
  &	
  Thorson,	
  2001;	
  Kim	
  

&	
  Biocca,	
  1997;	
  Putrevu	
  &	
  Lord,	
  1994).	
  Subjects	
  were	
  

asked	
  to	
  indicate	
  their	
  responses	
  (measured	
  with	
  a	
  5-­‐

point	
  Likert	
  scale	
  that	
  included	
  the	
  responses	
  Strongly	
  

Disagree/Disagree/Neither	
   Agree	
   or	
   Disagree/Agree/	
  

Strongly	
  Agree	
  to	
  each	
  of	
  the	
  following	
  statements.	
   	
  

	
  
Table	
  2:	
  Statements	
  measuring	
  the	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  mobile	
  ads,	
  brands,	
  and	
  the	
  purchase	
  intentions	
  toward	
  
products	
  

	
  
Items	
  for	
  Investigating	
  Consumers’	
  Attitudes	
  Toward	
  the	
  Mobile	
  Ads	
  
(1)	
  I	
  think	
  I	
  will	
  dislike	
  this	
  mobile	
  ad.*	
  
(2)	
  I	
  think	
  I	
  will	
  like	
  this	
  mobile	
  ad.	
  
(3)	
  I	
  think	
  I	
  will	
  react	
  unfavorably	
  to	
  this	
  mobile	
  ad.*	
  
(4)	
  I	
  think	
  I	
  will	
  react	
  favorably	
  to	
  this	
  mobile	
  ad.	
  
(5)	
  I	
  think	
  I	
  will	
  feel	
  negatively	
  towards	
  this	
  mobile	
  ad.*	
  
(6)	
  I	
  think	
  I	
  will	
  feel	
  positively	
  towards	
  this	
  mobile	
  ad.	
  
(7)	
  I	
  think	
  I	
  will	
  believe	
  this	
  mobile	
  ad	
  is	
  bad.*	
  
(8)	
  I	
  think	
  I	
  will	
  believe	
  this	
  mobile	
  ad	
  is	
  good.	
  

Items	
  for	
  Investigating	
  Consumers’	
  Attitudes	
  Toward	
  the	
  Brands	
  Advertised	
  
(9)	
  It	
  is	
  very	
  likely	
  that	
  I	
  will	
  buy	
  the	
  brand/product	
  shown	
  in	
  this	
  mobile	
  advertisement.	
  
(10)	
  I	
  will	
  purchase	
  the	
  brand/product	
  shown	
  in	
  this	
  mobile	
  advertisement	
  the	
  next	
  time	
  I	
  need	
  one.	
  
(11)	
  I	
  will	
  definitely	
  try	
  the	
  brand/product	
  shown	
  in	
  this	
  mobile	
  advertisement.	
  
(12)	
  If	
  a	
  friend	
  calls	
  me	
  to	
  get	
  my	
  advice	
  in	
  his/her	
  search	
  for	
  a	
  product,	
  I	
  will	
  recommend	
  that	
  he/she	
  should	
  buy	
  
the	
  brand/product	
  I	
  saw	
  in	
  this	
  mobile	
  advertisement.	
  

Items	
  for	
  Investigating	
  Consumers’	
  Purchase	
  Intentions	
  Toward	
  the	
  Products	
  Advertised	
  
(13)	
  The	
  brand	
  in	
  this	
  mobile	
  ad	
  is	
  likely	
  to	
  possess	
  the	
  stated	
  ad	
  claims.	
  
(14)	
  I	
  will	
  react	
  to	
  the	
  brand	
  I	
  saw	
  in	
  this	
  mobile	
  ad.	
  
(15)	
  I	
  will	
  feel	
  positively	
  toward	
  the	
  brand	
  in	
  this	
  mobile	
  ad.	
  
(16)	
  I	
  will	
  dislike	
  the	
  brand	
  in	
  this	
  mobile	
  ad.*	
   	
  
	
  

*The	
  answers	
  for	
  some	
  statements	
  were	
  reverse-­‐coded	
  for	
  data	
  analysis.	
   	
  

	
  

RESULTS	
  

Initially,	
  we	
  sent	
  invitation	
  e-­‐mails	
  to	
  from	
  257	
  to	
  

295	
   participants	
   per	
   group,	
   depending	
   on	
   the	
   size	
   of	
  

the	
  class.	
  However,	
  the	
  actual	
  respondents	
  numbered	
  

between	
  225	
  to	
  230	
  per	
  group.	
  In	
  addition,	
  there	
  were	
  

some	
   questionnaires	
   in	
  which	
  more	
   than	
   80%	
   of	
   the	
  

statements	
   were	
   skipped;	
   these	
   were	
   excluded	
   from	
  

the	
   final	
   data	
   analysis.	
   Therefore,	
   the	
   number	
   of	
   the	
  

questionnaires	
   finally	
   used	
   for	
   data	
   analysis	
   totaled	
  

880	
  across	
  the	
  four	
  groups	
  (Table	
  3).	
  The	
  age	
  range	
  of	
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Table	
  3:	
  Participants	
  in	
  each	
  group	
  
	
  
	
  
Groups	
  

Invitation	
  
E-­‐mails	
  Sent	
  
Originally	
  

Response	
  
Rate	
  
(%)	
  

Non-­‐Usable	
  
Questionnaires	
  

The	
  Numbers	
  
Used	
  for	
  the	
  
Data	
  Analysis	
  

No	
  Interactivity	
  
Control	
  Group	
  1	
  
	
  

257	
   87.5	
   5	
   220	
  

Consumer-­‐Message	
  Interactivity	
   	
  
Group	
  2	
  
	
  

288	
   78.1	
   9	
   216	
  

Consumer-­‐Marketer	
  Interactivity	
  
Group	
  3	
  
	
  

285	
   79.6	
   5	
   222	
  

Consumer-­‐Consumer	
  Interactivity	
  
Group	
  4	
  
	
  

295	
   77.9	
   8	
   222	
  

	
  

the	
  participants	
  was	
   19–27	
   years	
   old	
   and	
  64%	
  of	
   the	
  

participants	
  were	
  female	
  (598	
  participants).	
  

In	
   order	
   to	
   compare	
   the	
   means	
   of	
   the	
  

participants’	
   agreements	
   to	
   the	
   16	
   statements	
   from	
  

the	
   four	
   different	
   groups,	
   a	
   series	
   of	
   analysis	
   of	
  

variance	
   (ANOVA)	
   was	
   conducted.	
   The	
   results	
   found	
  

that	
  the	
  four	
  groups	
  had	
  significantly	
  different	
  means	
  

(Table	
  4).	
  The	
  Control	
  Group/Group1	
   (no	
   interactivity	
  

was	
   involved	
   in	
   the	
  mobile	
   ad)	
   had	
   the	
   lowest	
  mean	
  

score	
   and	
   the	
   group	
   in	
  which	
   the	
   consumer-­‐message	
  

interactivity	
  was	
  applied	
  (a	
  mobile	
  ad	
  using	
  a	
  hyperlink	
  

enabling	
  consumers	
  to	
  download	
  free	
  music	
  files)	
  had	
  

the	
   highest	
   mean.	
   This	
   difference	
   meant	
   that	
   the	
  

participants	
   in	
   Group	
   2	
   showed	
   the	
   most	
   positive	
  

attitude	
  toward	
  the	
  mobile	
  ad.	
  

	
   	
  
Table	
  4:	
  Means	
  of	
  the	
  participants’	
  agreement	
  with	
  the	
  16	
  statements	
  
	
  

Groups	
   N	
   Mean	
  

No	
  Interactivity/Control	
  Group	
  1	
   220	
   2.58	
  

Consumer-­‐Message	
  Interactivity/Group	
  2	
   216	
   3.07	
  

Consumer-­‐Marketer	
  Interactivity/Group	
  3	
   222	
   2.68	
  

Consumer-­‐Consumer	
  Interactivity/Group	
  4	
   222	
   2.98	
  

*Higher	
  mean	
  indicates	
  a	
  more	
  positive	
  attitude	
  toward	
  the	
  mobile	
  ad.	
  Some	
  statements	
  were	
  reverse-­‐coded.	
  
Therefore,	
  the	
  participants	
  in	
  Groups	
  2	
  and	
  4	
  showed	
  the	
  most	
  positive	
  attitude	
  toward	
  the	
  mobile	
  ads.	
   	
   	
  

	
  

Next,	
  using	
  ANOVA	
  and	
  post	
  hoc	
  tests	
  (Bonferroni	
  

method),	
   the	
   author	
   checked	
   to	
   see	
   if	
   the	
   three	
  

different	
  types	
  of	
  interactivities	
  caused	
  positive	
  effects	
  

on	
   three	
   different	
   types	
   of	
   consumers’	
   responses	
  

(attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  mobile	
  ads,	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  

brands,	
   and	
  purchase	
   intentions	
   toward	
   the	
  products	
  

advertised)	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  answer	
  the	
  first	
  three	
  research	
  

questions.	
   Regarding	
   RQ1	
   (about	
   consumer-­‐message	
  

interactivity),	
   it	
   was	
   found	
   that	
   the	
   participants	
   in	
  

Group	
  2,	
  in	
  which	
  the	
  consumer-­‐message	
  interactivity	
  

was	
   applied,	
   showed	
   higher	
   agreement	
   scores	
   in	
   the	
  

attitude	
   toward	
   the	
   mobile	
   ad,	
   the	
   attitude	
   toward	
  

the	
   brand,	
   and	
   the	
   purchase	
   intentions	
   toward	
   the	
  

product	
  compared	
   to	
   those	
   in	
   the	
  control	
  group	
  with	
  

no	
   interactivity.	
   The	
   mean	
   differences	
   in	
   the	
   three	
  

categories	
  were	
  all	
  significant	
  (p<.05)	
  (Table	
  5).	
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Table	
  5:	
  Effects	
  of	
  interactivities	
  
	
  

Categories	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   Group	
   	
   	
   	
   Group/	
  Compared	
   Std.	
  
Error	
   Sig	
  

	
  
Attitude	
  
Toward	
  
the	
  
Mobile	
  
Ads	
  

	
  
1.	
  Control/No	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  2.51	
   	
  

	
  
2.	
  Consumer-­‐Message	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  3.20	
  

3.	
  Consumer-­‐Marketer	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  2.93	
  

	
  
.08176	
  

	
  
.08121	
  

	
  
P<.05	
  

	
  
P<.05	
  

	
   4.	
  Consumer-­‐Consumer	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  3.08	
  

.08121	
   P<.05	
  

	
  
	
  

	
  
2.	
  Consumer-­‐Message	
   	
   Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  3.20	
  

	
  
1.	
  Control	
  Group/No	
  Interactivity	
  
	
   	
   	
   	
   Mean:	
  2.51	
   	
  
3.	
  Consumer-­‐Marketer	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  2.93	
  

	
  
.08176	
  

	
  
.08158	
  

	
  
P<.05	
  

	
  
P<.05	
  

	
   4.	
  Consumer-­‐Consumer	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  3.08	
  

.08158	
   P<.05	
  

	
  
	
  

	
  
3.	
  Consumer-­‐Message	
   	
   Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  2.93	
  

	
  
1.	
  Control	
  Group/No	
  Interactivity	
  
	
   	
   	
   	
   Mean:	
  2.51	
   	
  
3.	
  Consumer-­‐Message	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  3.20	
  

	
  
.08121	
  

	
  
.08158	
  

	
  
P<.05	
  

	
  
P<.05	
  

	
   4.	
  Consumer-­‐Consumer	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  3.08	
  

.08102	
   -­‐	
  

	
  
	
  

	
  
4.	
  Consumer-­‐Consumer	
   	
   Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  3.08	
  

	
  
1.	
  Control	
  Group/No	
  Interactivity	
  
	
   	
   	
   	
   Mean:	
  2.51	
   	
  
2.	
  Consumer-­‐Message	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  3.20	
  

	
  
.08121	
  

	
  
.08158	
  

	
  
P<.05	
  

	
  
-­‐	
  

	
   3.	
  Consumer-­‐Marketer	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  2.93	
  

.08102	
   -­‐	
  

	
  
	
  
Attitude	
  
Toward	
  
the	
  
Brands	
  
Advertised	
  

	
  
1.	
  Control/No	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  2.43	
  

	
  
2.	
  Consumer-­‐Message	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  2.75	
  

4.	
  Consumer-­‐Consumer	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  2.70	
  

	
  
.07473	
  

	
  
.07422	
  

	
  
P<.05	
  

	
  
P<.05	
  

	
  
2.	
  Consumer-­‐Message	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  2.75	
  

	
  
1.	
  Control	
  Group/No	
  Interactivity	
  
	
   	
   	
   	
   Mean:	
  2.43	
  
3.	
  Consumer-­‐Marketer	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  2.64	
  

	
  
.07473	
  

	
  
.07456	
  

	
  
P<.05	
  

	
  
P<.05	
  

	
  
	
  

	
   4.	
  Consumer-­‐Consumer	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  2.70	
  

.07456	
   P<.05	
  

	
  
3.	
  Consumer-­‐Marketer	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  2.64	
  

	
  
1.	
  Control	
  Group/No	
  Interactivity	
  
	
   	
   	
   	
   Mean:	
  2.43	
  
2.	
  Consumer-­‐Message	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  2.75	
  

	
  
.07422	
  

	
  
.07465	
  

	
  
P<.05	
  

	
  
-­‐	
  

	
  
	
  

	
   4.	
  Consumer-­‐Consumer	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  2.70	
  

.07405	
   -­‐	
  

	
  
4.	
  Consumer-­‐Consumer	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  2.70	
  

	
  
1.	
  Control	
  Group/No	
  Interactivity	
  
	
   	
   	
   	
   Mean:	
  2.43	
   	
  
2.	
  Consumer-­‐Message	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  2.75	
  

	
  
.07422	
  

	
  
.07456	
  

	
  
P<.05	
  

	
  
-­‐	
  

	
   	
   3.	
  Consumer-­‐Marketer	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  2.64	
  

.07405	
   -­‐	
  



Mobile	
  Marketing	
  Association	
   	
   	
   	
   IJMM	
  Summer	
  2013	
  Vol.	
  8,	
  No.	
  1	
  
	
  

16	
  

	
  
	
  
Purchase	
  
Intentions	
  
Toward	
  
the	
  
Products	
  
Advertised	
  

	
  
1.	
  Control/No	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  2.87	
  

	
  
2.	
  Consumer-­‐Message	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  3.15	
  

3.	
  Consumer-­‐Marketer	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  3.02	
  

4.	
  Consumer-­‐Consumer	
  Interactivity	
  
	
   	
   	
   	
   Mean:	
  3.05	
  

	
  
.06533	
  

	
  
.06488	
  

	
  
.06488	
  

	
  
P<.05	
  

	
  
-­‐	
  
	
  

P<.05	
  

	
  
2.	
  Consumer-­‐Message	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  3.15	
  

	
  
1.	
  Control	
  Group/No	
  Interactivity	
  
	
   	
   	
   	
   Mean:	
  2.87	
  
3.	
  Consumer-­‐Marketer	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  3.02	
  

	
  
.06533	
  

	
  
.06518	
  

	
  
P<.05	
  

	
  
-­‐	
  

	
  
	
  

	
   4.	
  Consumer-­‐Consumer	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  3.05	
  

.06518	
   -­‐	
  

	
  
3.	
  Consumer-­‐Marketer	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  3.02	
  

	
  
1.	
  Control	
  Group/No	
  Interactivity	
  
	
   	
   	
   	
   Mean:	
  2.87	
  
2.	
  Consumer-­‐Message	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  3.15	
  

	
  
.06488	
  

	
  
.06518	
  

	
  
-­‐	
  
	
  
-­‐	
  

	
  
	
  

	
   4.	
  Consumer-­‐Consumer	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  3.05	
  

.06474	
   -­‐	
  

	
  
4.	
  Consumer-­‐Consumer	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  3.05	
  

	
  
1.	
  Control	
  Group/No	
  Interactivity	
  
	
   	
   	
   	
   Mean:	
  2.87	
   	
  
2.	
  Consumer-­‐Message	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  3.15	
  

	
  
.06488	
  

	
  
.06518	
  

	
  
P<.05	
  

	
  
-­‐	
  

	
  
	
  

	
   3.	
  Consumer-­‐Marketer	
  Interactivity	
  
Mean:	
  3.02	
  

.06474	
   -­‐	
  

	
   	
   	
   	
  

	
  

On	
   the	
   other	
   hand,	
   it	
  was	
   found	
   that	
   consumer-­‐

marketer	
  interactivity	
  prompted	
  a	
  different	
  result	
  than	
  

the	
   consumer-­‐message	
   interactivity	
   (RQ2).	
   Even	
  

though	
  Group	
  3	
  participants,	
  who	
  were	
  exposed	
  to	
  the	
  

mobile	
   ad	
   using	
   consumer-­‐marketer	
   interactivity,	
  

showed	
   significantly	
   higher	
   agreements	
   in	
   terms	
   of	
  

attitudes	
   toward	
   the	
   mobile	
   ad	
   itself	
   and	
   the	
   brand	
  

advertised	
   (p<.05),	
   the	
   mean	
   difference	
   of	
   the	
  

agreement	
   in	
   the	
   purchase	
   intention	
   toward	
   the	
  

product	
   advertised	
   between	
   the	
   control	
   group	
   (no	
  

interactivity)	
   and	
   Group	
   3	
   (consumer-­‐marketer	
  

interactivity)	
  was	
  not	
  significantly	
  different	
  (Table	
  5).	
   	
  

Regarding	
  RQ3,	
  it	
  was	
  found	
  that	
  the	
  participants	
  

who	
   experienced	
   the	
   mobile	
   ad	
   with	
   consumer-­‐

consumer	
  interactivity	
  (Group	
  4)	
  provided	
  significantly	
  

higher	
   agreement	
   scores	
   in	
   all	
   three	
   categories	
  

(attitude	
   toward	
   the	
   mobile	
   ad,	
   attitude	
   toward	
   the	
  

brand,	
   and	
   purchase	
   intention	
   toward	
   the	
   product)	
  

than	
   the	
   agreement	
   scores	
   for	
   the	
   people	
   in	
   the	
  

control	
  group	
  (p<.05).	
  

Lastly,	
   the	
   author	
   investigated	
   which	
   type	
   of	
  

interactivity	
   was	
   most	
   effective	
   in	
   influencing	
  

consumers’	
   attitudes	
   toward	
   mobile	
   ads,	
   attitude	
  

toward	
   the	
   brand,	
   and	
   purchase	
   intention	
   (RQ4).	
  

Based	
   upon	
   the	
   results	
   in	
   Table	
   5,	
   it	
   was	
   confirmed	
  

that	
   consumer-­‐message	
   interactivity	
   was	
   more	
  

effective	
   compared	
   to	
   other	
   interactivities	
   in	
  

engendering	
   participants’	
   positive	
   responses,	
   even	
  

though	
   the	
   results	
   were	
   somewhat	
   different	
  

depending	
   on	
   the	
   category	
   (attitudes	
   toward	
   mobile	
  

ads,	
   attitude	
   toward	
   the	
   brand,	
   and	
   purchase	
  

intentions	
   toward	
   the	
   product).	
   In	
   terms	
   of	
   attitudes	
  

toward	
   the	
   mobile	
   ads,	
   the	
   mobile	
   ad	
   applying	
  

consumer-­‐message	
   interactivity	
   engendered	
   most	
  

favorable	
  responses	
  among	
  the	
  participants.	
  However,	
  

the	
   mean	
   of	
   the	
   agreement	
   scores	
   in	
   Group	
   2	
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(consumer-­‐message	
   interactivity)	
   were	
   significantly	
  

higher	
   than	
   those	
   in	
   Group	
   1	
   (control	
   group)	
   and	
  

Group	
  3	
  (consumer-­‐marketer	
   interactivity),	
  but	
  not	
   in	
  

Group	
  4.	
  There	
  was	
  no	
  significant	
  difference	
  between	
  

the	
  mean	
  score	
  in	
  Group	
  2	
  and	
  in	
  Group	
  4	
  (consumer-­‐

consumer	
   interactivity),	
   even	
   though	
   the	
   score	
   in	
  

Group	
   2	
   was	
   higher	
   than	
   that	
   in	
   Group	
   4	
   (3.20	
   vs.	
  

3.08)	
  (Table	
  5).	
   	
  

Regarding	
   people’s	
   attitude	
   toward	
   the	
   brand	
  

advertised,	
  the	
  people	
  in	
  Group	
  2,	
  who	
  were	
  exposed	
  

to	
  a	
  mobile	
  ad	
  using	
   consumer-­‐message	
   interactivity,	
  

had	
   higher	
   agreement	
   scores	
   compared	
   to	
   other	
  

groups.	
   A	
   significant	
   difference	
   was	
   found	
   only	
   in	
  

comparison	
  with	
  Group	
  1	
  (control	
  group).	
  Even	
  though	
  

the	
  agreement	
  score	
  in	
  Group	
  2	
  was	
  higher	
  than	
  in	
  the	
  

other	
   two	
   groups	
   (Group	
   3,	
   consumer-­‐marketer	
  

interactivity	
   and	
   Group	
   4,	
   consumer-­‐consumer	
  

interactivity),	
   the	
   differences	
   were	
   not	
   statistically	
  

meaningful.	
   	
  

Similar	
   results	
   were	
   also	
   found	
   in	
   terms	
   of	
  

participants’	
  purchase	
  intentions	
   in	
  the	
  future	
  toward	
  

the	
   product	
   advertised.	
   It	
   was	
   clear	
   that	
   consumer-­‐

message	
   interactivity	
   was	
   the	
   most	
   effective	
   factor	
  

influencing	
   the	
   participants’	
   purchase	
   intentions.	
  

However,	
   the	
   differences	
   in	
   the	
   agreement	
   scores	
  

were	
  significant	
  between	
  Group	
  1	
  (control	
  group)	
  and	
  

Group	
   2	
   (consumer-­‐message	
   interactivity)	
   only.	
   The	
  

differences	
  in	
  the	
  agreement	
  scores	
  between	
  Group	
  2	
  

and	
   the	
   other	
   two	
   groups	
   (Group	
   3,	
   consumer-­‐

marketer	
   interactivity	
   and	
   Group	
   4,	
   consumer-­‐

consumer	
  interactivity)	
  were	
  not	
  significant.	
   	
  

	
  

DISCUSSION	
  

The	
  results	
  of	
  this	
  study	
  clearly	
  demonstrate	
  that	
  

the	
   agreement	
   scores	
   from	
   the	
   participants	
   of	
   the	
  

control	
  group/Group	
  1	
  (the	
  people	
  who	
  were	
  exposed	
  

to	
   a	
   mobile	
   ad	
   consisting	
   of	
   simple	
   text-­‐based	
   ad	
  

messages;	
   no	
   intended	
   interactivity	
   was	
   applied)	
  

attained	
   the	
   lowest	
   means	
   (the	
   most	
   negative	
  

attitude),	
   and	
   the	
   mean	
   differences	
   with	
   all	
   other	
  

groups	
   were	
   statistically	
   significant.	
   In	
   other	
   words,	
  

when	
  people	
  get	
  a	
  mobile	
  ad	
  with	
  just	
  text	
  advertising	
  

messages	
  with	
   no	
   interactivity,	
   they	
   generally	
   have	
   a	
  

very	
   negative	
   attitude	
   toward	
   the	
   mobile	
   ad.	
   In	
  

addition	
   to	
   the	
   attitude	
   toward	
   the	
   ad,	
   the	
   attitude	
  

toward	
   the	
   brand	
   advertised	
   and	
   the	
   intentions	
   to	
  

consider	
   purchasing	
   the	
   product	
   in	
   the	
   near	
   future	
  

were	
  also	
  negatively	
   impacted	
  by	
  that	
  style	
  of	
  mobile	
  

ad.	
  Based	
  upon	
  the	
  results,	
  sending	
  text-­‐based	
  mobile	
  

ads	
   without	
   any	
   type	
   of	
   interactivity	
   could	
   cause	
  

negative	
   responses	
   to	
   the	
   ad,	
   the	
   advertised	
   brand,	
  

and	
   to	
   the	
   purchase	
   intentions	
   toward	
   the	
   product	
  

seen	
   in	
   the	
   ad.	
   Therefore,	
   even	
   though	
   many	
  

companies	
  use	
  text-­‐based	
  mobile	
  ads	
  mainly	
  because	
  

they	
  are	
  cheap	
  and	
  convenient,	
  they	
  should	
  be	
  aware	
  

that	
  their	
  mobile	
  ads	
  could	
  result	
   in	
  serious	
  problems	
  

that	
   are	
   opposite	
   to	
   the	
   expected	
   results	
   of	
   the	
  

companies.	
   	
   	
   	
  

On	
   the	
   other	
   hand,	
   applying	
   some	
   types	
   of	
  

interactivity	
   (particularly	
   consumer-­‐message	
  

interactivity	
   and	
   consumer-­‐consumer	
   interactivity)	
   in	
  

mobile	
   ads	
   positively	
   influenced	
   people’s	
   attitudes	
  

toward	
  the	
  ad,	
  the	
  product,	
  and	
  the	
  brand	
  advertised.	
  

As	
   indicated	
   in	
   the	
   results,	
   the	
   participants	
   who	
  

received	
   a	
   scenario	
   assuming	
   that	
   people	
   enjoyed	
  

consumer-­‐message	
   interactivity	
   (being	
   provided	
   with	
  

a	
  clickable	
  hyperlink	
  by	
  which	
  people	
  could	
  download	
  

popular	
  music	
  files	
  for	
  free)	
  attained	
  the	
  highest	
  mean	
  

score	
   among	
   the	
   groups.	
   This	
   could	
   imply	
   that	
   if	
   a	
  

company	
   uses	
   consumer-­‐message	
   interactivity	
  

appropriately,	
   consumers	
   could	
  accept	
   the	
  mobile	
   ad	
  

more	
   favorably	
  and	
  show	
  a	
  very	
  positive	
  attitude	
  not	
  

only	
   toward	
   the	
  mobile	
  ad	
   itself,	
  but	
  also	
   toward	
   the	
  

brand	
   and	
   the	
   products.	
   It	
   was	
   found	
   that	
   using	
   the	
  

interactivity	
   appropriately	
   could	
   even	
   affect	
  

consumers’	
  purchase	
  of	
  the	
  product	
  advertised	
  in	
  the	
  

near	
   future.	
   In	
   addition	
   to	
   the	
   usage	
   of	
   consumer-­‐

message	
   interactivity,	
   applying	
   consumer-­‐consumer	
  

interactivity	
  in	
  mobile	
  ads,	
  such	
  as	
  leading	
  the	
  people	
  

to	
  go	
  to	
  a	
  virtual	
  social	
  space	
  where	
  consumers	
  meet	
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each	
   other	
   and	
   exchange	
   the	
   free	
   online	
   coupons	
  

sponsored	
   by	
   the	
   company,	
   also	
   could	
   cause	
   a	
   very	
  

positive	
  attitude	
   toward	
   the	
  mobile	
  ad,	
   the	
  products,	
  

and	
   the	
   brand.	
   There	
   have	
   been	
   current	
   studies	
  

indicating	
   that	
   some	
   levels	
   of	
   interactivity	
   the	
  

receivers	
   experience	
   from	
   mobile	
   advertisements	
  

could	
   positively	
   influence	
   their	
   attitudes	
   toward	
   the	
  

ad	
   itself,	
   brand	
   and	
   product,	
   similar	
   to	
   the	
   present	
  

study.	
   If	
   mobile	
   advertisements	
   could	
   provide	
  

opportunities	
   for	
   consumers	
   (receivers)	
   to	
   establish	
  

some	
   relationship	
   with	
   the	
   sponsor	
   through	
   diverse	
  

tools	
   such	
   as	
   e-­‐coupons	
   or	
   other	
   prizes	
   (Gao	
   et	
   al.,	
  

2009),	
   it	
   will	
   be	
   more	
   possible	
   for	
   people	
   to	
   have	
   a	
  

positive	
  attitude	
  toward	
  the	
  advertising	
  and	
  the	
  brand	
  

(Grainge,	
   2011).	
   Some	
   studies	
   have	
   indicated	
   that	
   in	
  

order	
   for	
   mobile	
   advertising	
   to	
   be	
   more	
   effective	
   it	
  

should	
  provide	
   informativeness	
   and	
   credibility,	
  which	
  

are	
   very	
   important	
   factors;	
   moreover,	
   in	
   traditional	
  

advertising	
   formats,	
   current	
   studies	
   have	
   discussed	
  

the	
   possible	
   factors	
   which	
   are	
   related	
   to	
   the	
  

interactivity	
   for	
   producing	
   more	
   effective	
   mobile	
  

advertising	
   (Gao	
   et	
   al.,	
   2009),	
   such	
   as	
   having	
   a	
  

response	
  mechanism	
  to	
  users’	
  requests	
  (Yang,	
  Kim,	
  &	
  

Yoo,	
   2012)	
   as	
   well	
   as	
   functions	
   for	
   making	
  

conversations	
   between	
   senders	
   and	
   users	
   (Shankar,	
  

Venkatesh,	
  Hofacker,	
  &	
  Naik,	
  2010).	
   	
   	
   	
  

Therefore,	
   the	
   insights	
   from	
   the	
   results	
   in	
   this	
  

study	
   seem	
   to	
  be	
   straightforward.	
   If	
   companies	
  want	
  

to	
   effectively	
   communicate	
   with	
   consumers	
   without	
  

annoying	
   them,	
   it	
   seems	
  that	
   they	
  should	
  use	
  mobile	
  

ads	
  with	
  some	
  type	
  of	
  an	
  interactive	
  function,	
  such	
  as	
  

attaching	
  clickable	
  hyperlinks	
  so	
  that	
  consumers	
  could	
  

download	
  some	
  free	
  items,	
  like	
  popular	
  music	
  files	
  for	
  

free	
   (consumer-­‐message	
   interactivity).	
   Even	
   though	
  

the	
  scenario	
  used	
  in	
  this	
  study	
  did	
  not	
  specify	
  the	
  style	
  

of	
   music	
   the	
   consumers	
   could	
   receive	
   through	
  

hyperlinks	
   attached	
   to	
   the	
   advertising	
  messages	
   (i.e.,	
  

what	
   music,	
   whose	
   music,	
   coloring	
   or	
   not,	
   etc.),	
  

participants	
   absolutely	
   showed	
   the	
   most	
   positive	
  

reactions	
  to	
  this	
  mobile	
  ad.	
   	
  

However,	
   applying	
   any	
   type	
   of	
   interactivity	
   may	
  

not	
   be	
   the	
   best	
   answer	
   in	
   all	
   cases	
   for	
   grabbing	
  

consumers’	
   attention.	
   Among	
   the	
   three	
   types	
   of	
  

interactivity,	
   consumer-­‐marketer	
   interactivity	
   was	
  

comparatively	
   less	
   effective	
   (i.e.,	
   awarding	
   a	
   right	
   to	
  

enter	
   a	
   drawing	
   for	
   free	
   gifts)	
   than	
   the	
   other	
   two	
  

types	
   of	
   interactivity	
   used	
   in	
   mobile	
   ads.	
   Through	
  

closely	
   observing	
   the	
   two	
   types	
   of	
   mobile	
   ads	
   that	
  

received	
   a	
   more	
   positive	
   response	
   from	
   the	
  

participants,	
   it	
   could	
  be	
   seen	
   that	
  people	
  are	
   fond	
  of	
  

interactivity	
   with	
   convenience	
   (consumer-­‐message	
  

interactivity;	
   for	
   example,	
   the	
   only	
   thing	
   consumers	
  

need	
  to	
  do	
  is	
  to	
  click	
  a	
  couple	
  of	
  times	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  get	
  

free	
   music	
   files)	
   and	
   interactivity	
   that	
   builds	
  

relationships	
  with	
  other	
  consumers	
  virtually	
  (a	
  mobile	
  

ad	
  leading	
  people	
  to	
  a	
  free	
  chatting	
  space	
  where	
  many	
  

consumers	
  meet	
  each	
  other	
  and	
  exchange	
  items	
  they	
  

received	
   from	
   the	
   company).	
   Therefore,	
   based	
   upon	
  

the	
   results	
   of	
   this	
   study,	
   companies	
   should	
   consider	
  

these	
  questions	
  seriously	
  when	
  they	
  plan	
  mobile	
  ads:	
  
	
  

“Can	
   this	
   mobile	
   ad	
   be	
   used	
   conveniently	
   by	
  
consumers	
  and	
  can	
  consumers	
  do	
  something	
  that	
  
requires	
   minimal	
   effort	
   in	
   order	
   to	
   enjoy	
   the	
  
interactivity	
   planned	
   by	
   the	
   companies	
   (e.g.,	
   get	
  
some	
  offers	
   from	
  the	
  company),	
  such	
  as	
  a	
  couple	
  
of	
  clicks?”	
  

	
   	
  
“Can	
   this	
   mobile	
   ad	
   promote	
   consumers	
   to	
  
communicate	
  with	
  other	
  consumers	
  (e.g.,	
  meeting	
  
each	
   other,	
   talking	
   about	
   the	
   brand	
   and	
   the	
  
product,	
   etc.)	
   in	
  a	
   virtual	
   space	
   sponsored	
  by	
   the	
  
companies?	
  

	
  

LIMITATIONS	
  AND	
  RECOMMENDATIONS	
  

Although	
   the	
   study’s	
   findings	
   provide	
   valuable	
  

insights	
  into	
  the	
  role	
  of	
  interactivity	
  in	
  mobile	
  ads,	
  the	
  

limitations	
   of	
   the	
   current	
   research	
   should	
   be	
  

acknowledged.	
   First,	
   the	
   author	
   developed	
   detailed	
  

scenarios	
  that	
  went	
  through	
  manipulation	
  checks	
  by	
  a	
  

pilot	
   test	
   and	
  were	
   provided	
   to	
   the	
   participants	
  who	
  

were	
  asked	
   to	
   imagine	
   that	
   they	
  were	
  getting	
  one	
  of	
  

the	
   four	
   types	
   of	
   mobile	
   advertisements	
   using	
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different	
  levels	
  of	
  interactivity.	
  The	
  study	
  investigated	
  

the	
   participants’	
   attitude	
   toward	
   the	
   mobile	
   ad,	
   the	
  

product,	
   and	
   the	
   brand	
   by	
   providing	
   hypothetical	
  

scenarios,	
   instead	
   of	
   actually	
   sending	
   mobile	
   ads	
   to	
  

their	
   cell	
   phones.	
   Therefore,	
   the	
   results	
   from	
   the	
  

present	
   study	
   are	
   limited	
   to	
   the	
   participants’	
  

perceptions	
   rather	
   than	
   to	
   the	
   actual	
   behavioral	
  

changes.	
   A	
   future	
   study	
   should	
   consider	
   a	
   more	
  

practical	
   experiment	
   in	
   which	
   real	
   mobile	
  

advertisements	
   are	
   sent	
   to	
   participants	
   so	
   that	
   they	
  

could	
   show	
   more	
   real	
   responses	
   to	
   the	
   stimuli.	
   The	
  

results	
   might	
   be	
   different	
   from	
   those	
   in	
   the	
   present	
  

study.	
   With	
   the	
   help	
   of	
   advanced	
   experiment	
  

technology,	
  sending	
  actual	
  mobile	
  ads	
  to	
  participants’	
  

real	
   mobile	
   phones	
   and	
   observing	
   how	
   they	
   behave	
  

will	
  produce	
  more	
  interesting	
  findings.	
   	
  

The	
   second	
   limitation	
   of	
   the	
   present	
   study	
  

concerns	
   the	
   participants.	
   According	
   to	
   the	
   results	
  

from	
  the	
  2010	
  Pew	
  Internet	
  and	
  American	
  Life	
  Project,	
  

teenagers	
   are	
   a	
  major	
   consumer	
   group	
   for	
   using	
   and	
  

enjoying	
  mobile	
  ads	
  across	
  many	
  products	
  and	
  brands	
  

because	
   they	
   are	
   more	
   sensitive	
   to	
   diverse	
   types	
   of	
  

interactivity	
   than	
   other	
   groups,	
   even	
   though	
   college	
  

students	
   (young	
  adults)	
  who	
  were	
  participants	
   in	
   this	
  

study	
  are	
  another	
  major	
  consumer	
  group.	
  Therefore,	
  a	
  

validity	
   issue	
   regarding	
   the	
   selection	
   of	
   a	
   more	
  

appropriate	
   sample	
   could	
   be	
   discussed	
   based	
   upon	
  

the	
   literature	
  above,	
   indicating	
   that	
   teenagers,	
   rather	
  

than	
  young	
  adults,	
  have	
  more	
  experience	
  with	
  diverse	
  

mobile	
   ads.	
   However,	
   the	
   author	
   chose	
   the	
   young	
  

adult	
  group	
  for	
  the	
  study	
  because	
  using	
  teenagers	
  was	
  

not	
   seen	
   as	
   a	
   good	
   idea	
   since	
   they	
   lacked	
   financial	
  

resources,	
  and	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  dependent	
  variables	
   in	
  this	
  

study	
   was	
   purchase	
   intention.	
   A	
   future	
   study	
   should	
  

use	
   teenagers	
   as	
   participants	
   since	
   they	
   are	
   a	
  

consumer	
   group	
   who	
   will	
   soon	
   have	
   financial	
  

resources.	
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