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Synopsis 

1 Field of Research  

 Marketing communication coordinates all forms of communication across different 

marketing channels and media between firms and its stakeholders on all levels through tools 

like advertising, personal selling, public relations, or sales promotions (Kimmel 2005; Pickton 

and Broderick 2005). Thereby, the greatest impact of marketing communication is achieved 

through the systematic integration of all communication activities (Pickton and Broderick 

2005).  

 This process is summarized under the term integrated marketing communication 

(IMC) and helps marketers managing and integrating all transmitted messages and 

information to achieve high clarity and consistency of communication activities (Batra and 

Keller 2016; Valos et al. 2017). IMC “involves the development, implementation, and 

evaluation of marketing communication programs using multiple communication options 

where the design and execution of any communication option reflects the nature and content 

of other communication options that also makes up the communication program” (Keller 

2001, p. 825). The optimal combination, integration, and sequence of marketing channels and 

formats enhance efforts of guiding consumers more effectively through their purchase 

decision-making process, also known as consumer decision journey (Batra and Keller 2016; 

Court et al. 2009).  

 The consumer decision journey divides purchase decisions of consumers into three 

related stages. The first stage prepurchase considers all aspects of consumers’ interactions 

with the brand, experiences, or behaviors before any purchase transactions, e.g., problem 

recognition, search for relevant information, and evaluation of alternatives. Purchase 

constitutes the second stage and encompasses all relevant interactions, experiences, or 

behaviors during the purchase event itself, such as choice, ordering, and payment. The last 
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stage postpurchase covers all interactions, experiences, or behaviors of the actual purchase 

such as usage, consumption, evaluation, or service requests (Lemon and Verhoef 2016). 

During these stages, consumers interact and communicate with firms through touchpoints1 

(Neslin et al. 2006). Thereby, touchpoints can vary in strength and importance at each stage 

and can appear in various forms such as traditional or digital advertising, loyalty programs, 

direct mail, or product reviews (Lemon and Verhoef 2016). The integration of the various 

touchpoints across channel aims at generating positive and promising consumer experiences 

within the consumer decision journey (Lemon and Verhoef 2016).  

 In the course of the digitalization in the 1990s and early 2000s, the appearance of new 

and innovative communication channels, namely the Internet, social media, and mobile 

devices, and its touchpoints had radically influenced the IMC and consumer decision journeys 

(Troung and Simmons 2010). Consumers spent heavily more time on digital media during the 

last years (Stephen 2016). In 2018, the daily average consumption of digital media by US 

adults accounted for 6 hours and 19 minutes, exceeding the daily consumption of traditional 

media such as TV, radio, or print for the first time (eMarketer 2018). 

 The commonly called digital revolution changed how firms and companies interact 

with each other (Langan et al. 2019). The shift towards digital channels influences when, 

where, and how consumers choose products or brands, resulting in essential changes during 

their purchase decision-making processes (Batra and Keller 2016; Keller 2016). Consumers 

are no longer passive; instead, they actively decide which marketing messages or content they 

want to view and interact with (Smith 2011). Thus, it becomes inevitable for marketers to 

consider and integrate the emerged online, social media, and mobile communications options. 

 

 
1 Communication touchpoints, options, and formats are used interchangeably during the synopsis. 
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 Since the 1990s, the Internet has become one of the most promising digital 

communication channels as user numbers are continually rising worldwide. In 2005, about 

1.024 million people worldwide used the Internet, while the number of users enormously 

increased up to 3.650 million people in 2017 (ITU 2018), characterizing the Internet as a mass 

medium. It offers a wide range of different online communication options for firms to address 

consumers (Dahlen and Rosengren 2016) like display banners, search engine advertising, e-

mail newsletter, websites, or commercial videos. In contrast to traditional touchpoints, online 

touchpoints enable direct and personalized relationships between firms and consumers. For 

example, marketers can send personalized messages based on consumers’ behaviors, 

demographics, preferences, and interests (Smith 2011; Tran 2017). Beyond, they allow 

consumers to respond to messages and activities of firms directly and immediately. They 

change the marketing communication from one-way to interactive two-way processes 

(Stewart and Pavlou 2002). Not surprisingly, marketers have shifted their marketing budgets 

towards online communication formats (Breitenbach and van Doren 1998). It is forecasted 

that marketers worldwide will increase their investments in Internet advertising up to 302.35 

million U.S. dollar in 2021 (Zenith 2018a), deriving that online communication options will 

occupy a central part in future IMC.  

 Almost simultaneously, social media platforms and sites, summarized as social media, 

entrenched as a central communication channel in the mid-2000s. Strictly speaking, social 

media is an online communication option; however, social media occupies an outstanding role 

among research and marketers (Lamberton and Stephen 2016). Currently, more than 2.62 

billion people worldwide used social media per month in 2018 but these user numbers are 

estimated up to 3.02 billion by 2021 (eMarketer 2017). Consumers primarily use social media 

to communicate and exchange with others, create their own content, access relevant 

information and news, or for gaming purposes (GlobalWebIndex 2018). Over the years, social 
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media developed as an essential communication channel. For example, marketers can create 

their own fan pages or accounts and use advertising formats within social media for 

intensifying personalized communication or providing extraordinary information (Schivinski 

and Dabrowski 2016). Therefore, marketers worldwide have continuously shifted their market 

budget spending explicitly toward social media. Nowadays, investments in social media 

account for about 58.912 U.S. dollars in 2018 (Zenith 2018b), highlighting the outstanding 

relevance of social media. 

 The rise of mobile devices and smartphones is often described as a second revolution 

within the digitalization having the highest user numbers compared to the Internet or social 

media (We Are Social 2018a). The number of mobile phone users is predicted to reach almost 

5 billion in 2020 (eMarketer 2016). Most mobile devices enable consumers access to relevant 

information anytime, anywhere via the Internet or social media. They function in specific 

ways as hubs for other digital communication channels. New mobile technologies such as 

location-based services facilitate marketers, e.g., to send timely and highly personalized 

messages based on consumers’ current positions (Lamberton and Stephen 2016). Thereby, 

marketers can choose among different mobile communication formats such as text messages 

or in-app advertising. Marketers around the world spent about 138.147 million U.S. dollars 

for mobile advertising in 2018; however, it is expected that these spending will increase up to 

212.454 million U.S. dollars in 2021 (Zenith 2018c).  

 In sum, the digitalization yielded in new and promising digital channels and 

touchpoints for marketers. Thereby, the Internet, social media, and mobile devices received 

high attention among marketers and academic research due to their outstanding user numbers, 

wide range of communication options and benefits for marketers and consumers.  

 However, digital communication channels increase the complexity of IMC due to 

higher fragmentation and segmentation of consumers and touchpoints. Not all digital 
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communication options contribute in the same manners to consumer decision journeys, with 

the result, that marketers are struggling with effective IMC decisions (Keller 2016). In-depth 

knowledge about the effectiveness of new digital touchpoints and especially, what central 

determinants influence the effectiveness in positive or negative ways is missing. Due to 

functionality, structural design, or position within consumer decision journeys of digital 

communication options (Burns and Lutz 2006; Tutaj and van Reijmersdal 2012), determinants 

might have different effects on the effectiveness. Insights about how the effectiveness of 

digital communication options influences further consumer responses are scarce as well. 

Thereby, measuring the effectiveness and comparing the effects of determinants and 

consequences on the effectiveness of digital marketing communication options emerged as a 

relevant field of research, which received high attention among academic research and 

marketers (Brettel and Spilker-Attig 2010; Roscheck et al. 2013).  

2 Research Issues 

 Still, not all digital communication touchpoints contribute equally to positive 

consumer decision journeys and, thus, unnecessarily might complicate the process and array 

of touchpoints within consumers’ decision journeys (Keller 2016). Beyond, decisions need to 

be made whether ineffective touchpoints should be re-designed or excluded.  

 These decisions require firms to gain a profound understanding of the effectiveness of 

digital communication options (Rosenkrans 2009) and how central determinants and 

consequences influence this effectiveness. Those insights might further help, e.g., reducing 

excessive budget allocations, understanding how each digital communication option 

contributes to financial or non-financial outcomes, or designing and creating digital 

communication options along with consumers’ perceptions and preferences (Leeflang et al. 

2014). However, finding appropriate metrics, which measure and beyond, allow the 
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comparison of the effectiveness of digital communication formats, proves difficult (Leeflang 

et al. 2014). 

 In contrast to traditional, digital communication options offer myriad opportunities for 

the measurability of their effectiveness (Brettel and Spilker-Attig 2010; Ghose and Todri-

Adamopoulos 2016). The technological and interactive advances enable marketers to access 

and track consumer paths and data and thus, consumers’ direct reactions toward digital 

communication formats as well (Johnson et al. 2017), e.g., clicking online display banner ads, 

sharing social media ads, or time spent on mobile website. Direct observable metrics and 

measures provide marketers with significant advantages like high transparency of consumer 

behavior or the provision of real-time data. Most marketers rely on these metrics as they are 

easy and fast to compute and inexpensive to survey (Fulgoni 2016), thus, delivering short-

term information for quick decisions.  

 However, direct observable metrics and measures are not always reliable and 

appropriate indicators of digital communication effectiveness due to several reasons (Martín‐

Santana and Beerli‐Palacio 2012; Manchanda et al. 2006). They become less informative and 

reliable. For example, average click-through rates (CTR) of online display banners have 

reached about three or more percent in the early days of the Internet; however, nowadays, 

average CTRs fall under 0.1 % or even less (Fulgoni 2016). Beyond, although average CTRs 

were higher for mobile communication formats compared to online or social media in 2015 

(Chaffey 2018); however, almost 60% of clicks on mobile banner ads are accidental 

(Frederick 2016). CTRs of social media advertising worldwide were up to 2.9% in the first 

quarter of 2018; however, they have already fallen to 2.4% in the fourth quarter of 2018 

(Kenshoo 2019).2 It is assumed that CTRs of social media advertising will further decline, as, 

e.g., numbers of active users of Facebook are constantly diminishing, meaning that passive 

 
2 Average CTRs for online, mobile, or social communications options may differ across firms, industries, 
formats, and survey research institutes.  
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consumers mostly browse Facebook without commenting, liking, or sharing firm-generated 

posts or ads (McGrath 2015). In addition, according to a survey of 777 marketing executives 

around the globe conducted by Leeflang et al. (2014), marketers have difficulties with digital 

metrics. For example, they struggle to understand what digital metrics matter the most, what 

they measure, and how they are comparable with traditional metrics.  

 In sum, direct observable metrics are thus not able to fully capture the effectiveness of 

digital communication options because consumers might not immediately react to them 

(Dréze and Hussherr 2003; Srinivasan et al. 2010). They usually ignore consumers’ minds 

and hearts; instead, they treat them as a “black box” (Srinivasan et al. 2010). Conclusively, 

these metrics fail to depict how consumers perceive digital communications options or why 

they would interact with them. In this context, Fulgoni and Mörn (2009) showed that online 

display advertising campaigns with low levels of clicks can still have delayed positive effects 

like increased visitations of websites or purchase likelihoods. Although consumers might not 

directly interact with digital communication options, their results reveal that they still 

influence consumers’ perceptions and later behaviors. Focusing explicitly on direct 

observable metrics entails the risk of deceptive and imprecise decisions and comparisons of 

digital communication options. 

 Due to these developments and challenges, marketers, as well as academic research, 

began advocating the usage of effectiveness metrics and measures, which are not directly 

observable, e.g., recall, awareness, brand or advertising attitudes, or consumer perceptions 

(Breuer et al. 2011; Nisar and Yeung 2017). These traditional measures of effectiveness are 

described as mind-set metrics. They open the “black box” by revealing valuable insights 

about consumers’ minds, perceptions, preferences, or intended behaviors. The usage of mind-

set metrics helps to verify that marketing moves consumers in the right directions of their 

purchase decision processes. Mind-set metrics might diagnose declined interests among 
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consumers and offer chances for remedial actions before consumers completely avert from 

firms or brands. They can act as early evaluation signals (Srinivasan et al. 2010).  

 Mind-set metrics became popular among marketers and academic researchers because 

they can be utilized as dependent variables to test myriad determinants of these metrics, are 

collected easily through surveys, and allow the comparison across different marketing 

communication options (Gupta and Zeithaml 2006; Leeflang et al. 2014). In this context, 

Leeflang et al. (2010) mention that about 50% of the 777 surveyed marketers demand a 

standard metric to evaluate and compare the effectiveness of digital (and traditional 

communication options). This call can be achieved through mind-set metrics.  

 Based on this background, Fulgoni (2009) and Kim (2008) emphasize the relevance 

and usefulness of attitudinal metrics when evaluating the effectiveness and its determinants 

and consequences of digital communication options. Thereby, the basic concept of attitude 

toward an object X is often used, which was preliminary developed and discussed by Fishbein 

and Ajzen (1975). It is defined as “a learned disposition to respond in a favourable or 

unfavourable manner with respect to a given object” (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975, p. 6). 

Although attitude toward an object X is characterized as being stable and consistent over 

time, it is either positively or negatively influenced by different belief factors about the object 

X. Beliefs represent certain information either received from external sources, direct 

observations, or ways of different inherence processes and are linked to different attributes 

about the object X. Further, attitude toward the object X has effects on specific intentions to 

perform behaviors concerning the object X. These intendent behaviors finally result in actual 

behaviors referring to the object X (see Figure 1) (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975).  

 The concept of attitude was transferred to an advertising context and aimed to measure 

the effectiveness of various advertising formats through evaluations of consumers.3 Academic 

 
3 Attitude(s) is used as a short form of consumers’ attitude(s) hereafter within the synopsis. 
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literature differentiates between the abstract construct attitude toward advertising and the 

more concrete construct attitude toward the ad. 

Figure 1. Framework linking beliefs, attitudes, intentions, and behaviors to an object X 

Source: Own figure based on Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) 

General advertising attitudes are defined “as a learned predisposition to respond in a 

consistently favorable or unfavorable manner toward advertising in general” (MacKenzie 

and Lutz 1989, p. 53-54), whereas attitude toward the ad is defined as “a pre-disposition to 

respond in a favorable or unfavorable manner to a particular advertising stimulus particular 

exposure occasion” (Lutz 1985, p. 46).  

 Thereby, advertising in general or the ad are not directed at concrete advertised 

product attributes or the brand itself. Instead, the focus lies on creating favorable attitudes 

toward advertising in general, advertising formats, or specific ads. Attitudes toward 

advertising help marketers to understand how consumers evaluate individual touchpoints and 

can select, design, and structure touchpoints independently from product- or brand-related 

content (Shimp 1981). Beyond, academic research revealed that advertising attitudes have 

significant effects on further relevant consumer responses such as brand evaluations and 

purchase intentions (e.g., MacKenzie and Lutz 1989), which are given a high priority among 

firms and marketers as well.   

 The attitude toward advertising became a widely used and applied approach for the 

measurement effectiveness of all kinds of advertising formats within academic literature, 

which also allows comparisons of advertising formats from different communication channels 

(Alsamydai and Khasawneh 2013; Tutaj and van Reijmersdal 2012).  
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 A substantial body of academic research developed over the last decades investigating 

and determining attitude toward online, social media, and mobile advertising formats. Various 

studies adapted basic ideas of the conceptual framework of Fishbein and Ajzen (1975). 

Moreover, they tested myriad determinants, whether having positive or negative effects on 

attitudes toward different digital advertising formats and further, how these attitudes influence 

consumer responses in either positive or negative ways. 

 However, the high interest among research led to high fragmentations and 

complexities of research studies for each digital communication channel with the result of 

broad inconsistencies within research findings. Findings vary along with significance levels, 

directions, and strengths of relations between determinants and consequences with attitudes 

toward digital advertising due to different research designs and emphases within the studies. 

The diversity, fragmentation, and inconsistencies constitute major issues and obstruct 

profound knowledge about the effectiveness of digital advertising and its determinants and 

consequences needed for the IMC. 

3 Research Objectives and Methodological Approaches 

 As stated above, a substantial body of research examined digital advertising 

effectiveness through consumers’ attitudes toward advertising; however, with major 

inconsistencies and high fragmentation of research findings. Researcher tested myriad 

determinants and consequences of attitudes toward digital advertising, thereby, increasing the 

complexity of linking and comparing research findings across studies. Simultaneously, the 

clarity of relevant and influencing determinants and consequences is diminishing.  

 The current issue guides to the general research objectives I address with the 

cumulative dissertation. I aim at the identification and examination of central determinants 

and consequences of attitudes toward different forms of digital advertising, namely, online 

touchpoints, mobile advertising, and social media advertising. Beyond, I apply moderator 
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analyses to assess how the effects of the determinants and consequences with attitude differ 

under certain circumstances. For example, I investigate how the effects of determinants on 

attitudes differ across different formats of digital advertising, e.g., between search engine 

advertising and e-mail advertising or between short message service (SMS) advertising and 

in-app advertising. Thereby, I address with my research objectives current needs about 

extending knowledge about digital communication (Breuer et al. 2011; Hanssens 2018).  

 When the body of academic research is growing as I described, there is an essential 

need for a structured and effective research synthesis to keep a comprehensive overview of all 

relevant information within a field of research (Eisend 2017). This need is especially relevant 

in times of expanding breadth of marketing fields and enhancing velocity in the accumulation 

of marketing knowledge (Palmatier et al. 2018). In order to address the research objective in 

appropriate and value-adding ways, the underlying methodological approaches are different 

forms of systematic integration processes and reviews of the relevant body of research.  

 Reviews are generally described as “critical evaluations of material that has already 

been published” (Bem 1995, p. 172). They generate a firm foundation for advancing current 

knowledge such as facilitating theory development, closing research areas where a substantial 

amount of research exists, or providing new directions of research (Webster and Watson 

2002). Reviews synthesize research findings across different studies and conclusively, 

deriving generalizations of the research fields or topics (Palmatier et al. 2018). They offer 

benefits such as the identification and potential explanation of inconsistencies, developing 

conceptual frameworks to integrate and extend past research, classifying research topics and 

trends, or describing existing research gaps and future research directions (Palmatier et al. 

2018). Basically, two types of reviews can be differentiated, where some include quantitative 

estimations (e.g., meta-analyses) and some remain on describing, qualitative levels (e.g., 

systematic or integrative literature reviews) (Palmatier et al. 2018).  
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 Most qualitative reviews apply methods of a systematic or integrative literature 

review, which “is a form of research that reviews, critiques, and synthesizes representative 

literature on a topic in an integrated way such that new frameworks and perspectives on the 

topic are generated” (Torraco 2005, p. 356). Systematic or integrative literature reviews aim 

to identify all relevant articles through the application of six organized, transparent, and 

replicable steps (Littell et al. 2008). In the first step, researchers formulate the topic and set 

out clear research objectives and questions. In the next step, researchers specify related 

problems, constructs, and settings of interest and define criteria for inclusion and exclusion of 

particular studies. Within the third step, authors apply different search strategies to identify 

potential studies. Next, relevant data are coded and collected from studies, which met the 

criteria. In a fifth step, derived data is described, examined, and analyzed. Lastly, results from 

data analyses need to be presented and discussed to provide an in-depth understanding of the 

research field. Although all six major steps are essential components of the process, the 

emphasis of each step can vary across papers (Palmatier et al. 2018). As stated above, 

systematic or integrative literature reviews can benefit marketers and academic research in 

various ways. However, their findings base to certain degrees only on interpretative 

explanations due to the lack of quantitative approaches and methods (Eisend 2017). They are 

not able, e.g., to systematically account for moderators or to quantify the size of empirical 

effects of variables (Littell et al. 2008). 

 To enhance the validity of the research findings, systematic or integrative literature 

reviews can be combined with quasi-quantitative approaches such as vote-counting 

techniques. They function as an orientation when counting and comparing empirical results 

(Paré et al. 2015). In general, vote-counting is a quantitative approach, which allows the 

integration of research findings across studies by classifying the strength and direction of 

same relations between two variables as either significant positive, significant negative, or 
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non-significant (Hedges and Olkin 1980). Statistics such as p- or t-values are used as 

references for the allocation in one of three categories (Paré et al. 2015). If a majority of 

relations falls into one of the three categories, then this category represents the best estimator 

of the relation between two variables (Light and Smith 1971). The application of vote-

counting techniques is straightforward and easily interpreted, however, they are not able to 

consider underlying sample sizes of the relations, account for potential moderators, or report 

effect sizes like meta-analyses (Bushman 1994; Lipsey and Wilson 2001; Paré et al. 2015).  

 As part of quantitative reviews, meta-analyses are often described as a “way of 

combining the numerical results of multiple studies by means of statistical tests” (Eisend 

2017). The quantitative orientation and application of statistical methods constitute the main 

advantage over qualitative reviews (Grewal et al. 2018). As they synthesize empirical results, 

they cannot be applied to theoretical or conceptual papers (Lipsey and Wilson 2001).  

 They primarily focus on the combination and comparison of research studies and 

findings to find consistencies within inconsistencies (Eisend 2017). Thereby, the combination 

of studies “refers to summarizing and describing the already existing results of research in 

terms of central tendency” (Hall and Rosenthal 1995, p. 396). In other words, meta-analyses 

combine the findings of research studies to examine the magnitude and significance of 

different measures of effect sizes, such as correlation coefficients or standardized mean 

differences (Eisend 2017).  The comparison of studies “refers to additional analyses that shed 

light on variability across studies by examining factors that are associated with the studies’ 

results” (Hall and Rosenthal 1995, p. 396). Meta-analyses compare studies to identify 

moderators of the derived effect sizes, which may not have been tested within the individual 

studies (Eisend 2017). The conduction of meta-analyses consists of five major steps, each 

containing further underlying steps. In a first step, relevant variables need to be specified in 

regard to the research problem and questions. Second, different search strategies and inclusion 
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criteria are applied to identify relevant studies. Third, the identified studies are coded based 

on statistical information, e.g., sample or effect sizes and moderator information, e.g., type of 

sample or publication year. Fourth, meta-analytic data analyses are conducted such as effect 

size correction, effect-size integration, or meta-regression. In a last step, the findings of the 

previous steps are presented and interpreted (Eisend 2017). The conduction of meta-analyses 

is similar to systematic or integrative literature reviews; however, underlying decisions 

address more statistical approaches and methods.  

 In sum, the methodological application of systematic or integrative literature reviews 

and meta-analyses are appropriate and most promising to address the stated comprehensive 

research issues and the derived research objective. Both approaches provide valuable 

contributions and insights for the proposed research fields and marketers. 

4 Overview of Research Paper 

 The outlined research field, issues, objectives, and methodological approaches set the 

framework for the cumulative dissertation. The cumulative dissertation consists of three 

individual paper, each reflecting and addressing key aspects and objectives of the previous 

sections. Overall, they all aim to give a detailed overview and analysis of the effectiveness of 

digital communication options with attitudes toward advertising as the central measure of 

effectiveness. Moreover, they show how different determinants influence these attitudes and 

in turn, these attitudes influence further consumer responses. The concept of attitude 

constitutes the starting point for each paper (see Figure 2).  

 The first paper, titled “What Drives Online Touchpoint Effectiveness? A Meta-Analytic 

Comparison of Different Touchpoint Types”, is co-authored by Maik Eisenbeiss. The main 

objective of this paper is the identification of central drivers of the effectiveness of various 

online touchpoints through the conduction of a meta-analysis. We identify four drivers of 

effectiveness, each having significant effects on attitudes toward online touchpoints.  
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Figure 2. Coherence of research paper 

 
In a second step, we applied moderator analyses to test predominantly how these effects differ 

across different types of online touchpoints. Finally, implications suggest that marketers 

should not treat each online touchpoint equally when planning and integrating online 

marketing campaigns. 

 The second paper, titled “Determinants and Consequences of Consumers’ Attitudes 

toward Mobile Advertising: A Meta-Analysis”, investigates which determinants influence 

attitudes within a mobile advertising context. I emphasize the effects of 14 different 

determinants on consumers’ mobile advertising and beyond, reveal how these attitudes further 

influence consumers’ purchase intentions and acceptance behaviors of mobile advertising. 

Through meta-analytic techniques, I test how the effects differ across mobile advertising 

formats, country-of-origin, type of sample, and quality of study. The findings help marketers 

and academic research to improve and deepen their knowledge about the effectiveness of 

mobile advertising through mind-set metrics. 

 The third paper, titled “Consumers’ Attitudes toward Social Media Advertising – A 

Systematic Literature Review and Framework”, chooses the qualitative approach of a 

systematic literature review to develop a conceptual framework including all tested 

determinants and consequences of attitudes toward social media advertising within academic 
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literature. I enhance the findings through quasi-quantitative approaches of vote-counting 

techniques, which reveal significance and direction of cause-and-effects relations with 

attitudes toward social media advertising. Beyond, I provide research trends and patterns, e.g., 

about social media platform and sites. I conclude with substantial implications for marketers 

and theory and suggest various directions for future research.  

 Table 1 provides an overview of the research paper of this cumulative dissertation and 

summarizes key findings, while Table 2 highlights the main differences. The next sections 

provide a more detailed overview of each research paper. 
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4.1 Paper I: What Drives Online Touchpoint Effectiveness? A Meta-

Analytic Comparison of Different Touchpoint Types 

 The Internet provides a variety of different online touchpoints, which companies can 

utilize to interact and communicate with established and new consumers (Danaher and 

Rossiter 2011; Morris et al. 2003), constituting new and innovative amendments within 

consumers’ decision journeys. However, companies lack knowledge about the optimal 

configuration of online touchpoints and thus about their effectiveness, which further depends 

on various determinants. Beyond, online touchpoints differ in terms of their function in 

consumer decision journeys (Burns and Lutz 2006; Tutaj and van Reijmersdal 2012), 

suggesting that particular determinants do not contribute in the same ways to the effectiveness 

across online touchpoints. 

 The examination of determinants influencing the effectiveness of online touchpoints 

has led to intense interest among academic researchers; however, their studies differ in terms 

of different investigated determinants, applied measures of effectiveness, or online 

touchpoints. To derive comprehensive generalizations of the academic literature, we integrate 

heterogeneous results from previous research through the application of a meta-analysis. 

Thereby, we use the concept of attitude as the measure of effectiveness of online touchpoints.  

 Conclusively, the objective of this study is to provide an integrative meta-analysis on 

the determinants on the effectiveness of major online touchpoints, namely corporate websites, 

electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) communication, e-mail, search engine advertising, social 

media advertising, and web display banner. Marketers and researchers gain a more profound 

knowledge about (1) the key determinants of attitude toward online touchpoints, (2) 

differences in their respective effects among different online touchpoints, and (3) further 

important moderators in this specific context, which additionally explain the variability of 

individual study results beyond the type of the underlying touchpoint. To the best of our 
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knowledge, our study is the first meta-analytic summary integrating individual study results 

across multiple online touchpoints. 

 The development of the conceptual framework orientates among the belief–attitude–

intention–behavior model by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975). We formulated two criteria for the 

inclusion of a determinant into the framework. First, we included a determinant only if we 

identified at least 15 pairwise effects between the construct and attitude toward any of the 

selected online touchpoints in total. Second, the determinant provided at least one pairwise 

effect with attitude, within the specific context of each of the six mentioned online 

touchpoints. During the exhaustive literature review, we encountered a lot of constructs with 

related definitions that operated under names and constructs with related names but under 

different operationalizations. We formulated broader single construct definitions to aggregate 

similar constructs after completion of the search process, similarly done by Palmatier et al. 

(2006). In sum, informativeness, entertainment, irritation, and credibility met the selection 

criteria of the framework. 

 Informativeness refers to the ability of touchpoints to supply consumers with 

knowledgeable, helpful, and high-quality information about products and services, while 

entertainment refers to the ability of touchpoints of providing entertaining and fun content to 

consumers enhancing experiences with them. Perceptions of irritation occur when touchpoints 

employ techniques that annoy, manipulate, or obtrude (Ducoffe 1996). Credibility refers to 

the extent of consumers assessing touchpoints as being believable and trustworthy 

(MacKenzie and Lutz 1989). 

 To explain possible variations of the relations, we derived potential moderators 

following basic and commonly applied methodological and source related considerations as 

well as specific substantial and theoretical reflections (Eisend 2017). We test whether type of 
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online touchpoint, type of sample, country, publication year, or quality of study might explain 

variances in effect sizes. 

 We applied multiple search strategies to ensure the representativeness and 

comprehensiveness of the meta-analytic database. As a starting point, we checked literature 

reviews about relevant touchpoints, followed by an exhaustive keyword search in electronic 

databases such as ABI/Inform, Business Source Premier, Google Scholar, ProQuest 

Dissertation and Theses, PsycINFO, PSYINDEX, Science Direct, Social Science Research 

Network, and Web of Science. Beyond, we conducted an issue-by-issue search of major 

journals and checked the references lists of all included paper to obtain further articles. As a 

last step, we contacted researchers within the field to ask for unpublished work.  

 We included preliminary a study when the attitude toward a relevant online touchpoint 

was measured somehow empirically and a relational effect with one of the four determinants 

could be obtained somehow. We excluded studies measuring attitude towards internet 

advertising in general respectively unless they explicitly focused on a specific online 

touchpoint within the research design. We excluded studies whose results based on the exact 

same data set of already included studies. 

 The effect-size metric for this meta-analysis is the correlation coefficient, a common 

approach for meta-analyses in the advertising and marketing literature (De Matos and Rossi 

2008). Few of the identified studies report results for more than one effect size for a particular 

relationship. In cases, where the effect sizes based on different samples (e.g., different country 

samples) or multiple effect sizes for the same relationship were reported on the same sample, 

we included them as independent effect sizes. Overall, we obtained 210 effect sizes from 82 

independent samples, reported in 76 different studies. 

 The integration process follows the random effects model allowing effect sizes to vary 

across studies (Borenstein et al. 2009). We corrected each effect size for measurement error 
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(Hunter and Schmidt 2004). After correction, we transformed the reliability-corrected 

correlation coefficients into Fisher’s z-coefficients. We integrated the z-coefficients and 

weighted them by the inverse of their variance to account for the varying sample sizes of the 

identified studies (sampling error). Homogeneity tests assessed whether the variation among 

the effect sizes is only due to sampling error. If homogeneity exists, the testing of moderators 

is not appropriate (Eisend 2017). We tested all moderators at once through the application of 

meta-regressions for each pairwise relationship. We use the effect sizes as dependent 

variables, while the moderators are independent dummy-coded variables. 

 The results of the integration process show that informativeness and entertainment 

have the largest effect on attitude toward online touchpoints, showing that consumers use 

mass media like the Internet and its touchpoints to satisfy primarily informational and 

entertaining needs (Ko et al. 2005; Ruggiero 2000). Credibility has a slightly weaker effect 

compared to informativeness and entertainment; nevertheless, consumers still seek for 

credible and reliable online touchpoints in times of immense amounts of information and 

touchpoints on the Internet. Although irritation has a negative effect on attitude toward online 

touchpoint, the effect is weaker compared to the other ones. Consumers might blend out 

irritating or intrusive elements of online touchpoints due to higher experience levels with 

online touchpoints as they are getting in touch with them on a regular daily basis (We Are 

Social 2018b). 

 In alignment with the second research objective, we looked for possible differences in 

the respective effect sizes, depending on the type of online touchpoint. For example, the 

effects of informativeness and entertainment on attitude are significantly larger for e-mail 

advertising than for most remaining touchpoints. A possible explanation is that consumers, 

who explicitly agreed to receive newsletters usually do this because they expect to get 

exclusive access to informative and entertaining content. Hence, consumers probably are 



SYNOPSIS  

23 
 

much more involved with this touchpoint and have higher expectations regarding the 

information and entertainment quality of the provided content compared to another touchpoint 

that has not been explicitly subscribed for. Beyond, the effect of irritation on attitude is 

significantly weaker for corporate websites compared to social media advertising, web display 

banner, and e-mail advertising. Irritation might play a minor role in corporate websites since 

corporate websites serve as a central hub for all online activities of a firm (Voorveld et al. 

2009). Thus, websites might already be arranged with the prior aim of providing a high user 

experience and quality of the website being free of irritating elements. 

 Concerning the third research objective, other moderators such as country, type of 

sample, publication year, and quality of study explain some variance between the pairwise 

relationships. For example, the effect of irritation on attitude toward online touchpoints 

mitigates over the years. Consumers might be nowadays mostly familiar with irritating 

functions and characteristics of online touchpoints. As a result, irritating or intrusive elements 

might be largely ignored.  

 Moderator analyses reveal valuable differences between online touchpoints, which 

have been barely addressed within literature. Similar accounts for country-specific 

comparisons between different continents, which provide substantial learnings for 

international advertising research. In terms of managerial implications, marketers should not 

treat and assess online touchpoints equally; instead, they should consider the identified 

differences to create optimal experiences within the consumer decision journey. For example, 

marketers should find ways to reduce irritation with web display banners by choosing less 

intrusive formats. 



SYNOPSIS  

24 
 

4.2 Paper II: Determinants and Consequences of Consumers’ Attitudes 

toward Mobile Advertising: A Meta-Analysis 

 In the course of the digitalization, consumers’ media habits are shifting towards 

mobile devices and smartphones. Mobile devices have the advantages of being highly 

personalized and allowing consumers accessing relevant information anytime, anywhere 

(Grewal et al. 2016, Liu et al. 2012). Mobile devices became innovative advertising 

opportunities to address consumers during their purchase decision journeys more 

individualized. However, many global marketers are not satisfied with their current mobile 

advertising activities, thereby, facing challenges such as creating qualitative content or 

appropriate consumer experiences (AOL 2016; CMO Council 2012). 

 A comprehensive understanding of the effectiveness of mobile advertising becomes 

inevitable for marketers and moreover, which determinants significantly influence 

effectiveness (Bart et al. 2014; Grewal et al. 2016). A substantial body of research assessed 

the effectiveness of mobile advertising with the concept of attitude, but they differ in applied 

research design, format of mobile advertising, significance level, and direction of influencing 

determinants and corresponding consequences of attitudes toward mobile advertising. 

 The main objective of my study is to integrate and structure various empirical research 

findings through meta-analytic procedures aiming to give valuable insights to the following 

research objectives: (1) What are central a) determinants and b) consequences of attitudes 

toward mobile advertising? (2) How do the identified a) determinants and b) consequences 

differ in terms of their effects, respectively? (3) Which moderators are most effective in 

influencing the relationship between a) determinants and b) consequences with attitudes 

toward mobile advertising, respectively? 

 The developed conceptual framework involves underlying assumptions of the 

proposed belief-attitude-intention-behavior model by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975). To generate 
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a broad overview of potential determinants and consequences, I required them having at least 

ten or more than ten effect sizes with attitudes toward mobile advertising (Palmatier et al. 

2006). In sum, twelve different determinants met the above-described criteria, which I further 

grouped into two categories.  

 The first category, titled ad/message-related determinants, includes perceptions of ads 

or messages, which enable marketers to attract consumers and increase consumer interactions 

(Jung 2009). I allocate advertising value, control, credibility, entertainment, incentives, 

informativeness, irritation, personalization, and usefulness to this category. The value of 

advertising is described as consumers’ subjective perceived value of the relative worth of 

advertising and its activities (Ducoffe 1996). Control comprises perceptions that external 

constraints influence certain behaviors and beyond, having control about advertising in terms 

of timing, frequency, and content (Noor et al. 2013; Özçam et al. 2015). Advertising is mainly 

evaluated as credible and trustworthy through delivered content such as ad claims (Liu et al. 

2012; MacKenzie and Lutz 1989). Entertainment is the extent to which advertising is 

entertaining or enjoyable and creates relaxation (Ducoffe 1996; Tseng and Teng 2016). 

Incentives can be described as perceptions of providing financial or non-financial rewards or 

benefits to consumers (Tsang et al. 2004). Informativeness refers to perceptions of advertising 

being helpful by providing relevant information (Ducoffe 1996). Irritation occurs when 

advertising employs techniques or comprises contents that annoy, irritate, manipulate, or 

invade someone’s privacy (Ducoffe 1996; Liu et al. 2012). Personalization refers to 

perceptions that advertising is personalized based on consumers’ preferences (Xu 2006). 

Usefulness is the extent to which consumers perceive that using or receiving mobile 

advertising will benefit them somehow in their performances (Soroa-Koury and Yang 2010). 

 The second category, namely consumer-related determinants, comprises personal, 

psychological, behavioral, and social characteristics, influences, or abilities that might have 
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an effect on attitudes (Jung 2009; Mirbagheri and Hejazinia 2010). I allocated innovativeness, 

subjective norms, and privacy concerns to the second category. Innovativeness is the extent to 

which consumers perceive themselves as early adopters of or being more open to new 

technologies, services, or practices (Feng et al. 2016). Subjective norms describe how other 

people determine or influence someone’s behavior (Martínez-Ruiz et al. 2017). Privacy 

concerns refer to consumers’ anxiety related to personal information disclosure and 

dissemination through ads or companies (Lee 2016). Also, two consequences met the criteria. 

Purchase intention refers to intention or possibilities of (re-) buying advertised products or 

services (Lee et al. 2017). Intention to accept is defined as consumers’ willingness to accept, 

adopt, receive, or use mobile advertising (Izquierdo-Yusta et al. 2015). 

 I applied moderators to control for potential differences of the relations between the 

constructs of the framework. I test whether format of mobile advertising, country-of-origin, 

type or sample, or quality of study can explain heterogeneity among the effect sizes.  

 I applied five search strategies to identify relevant studies for the meta-analysis. First, 

I checked reference lists of literature reviews within the context of mobile advertising. 

Second, I conducted an exhaustive keyword search in major electronic databases, followed by 

the third step of an issue-by-issue search of major journals. Fourth, I screened the reference 

lists of all relevant articles. The last step involved contacting researchers within the field of 

mobile advertising, asking for their unpublished research. 

 I included studies when they empirically measured somehow attitudes toward mobile 

advertising in general or formats and revealed a relational context with one of the above-

mentioned determinants or consequences. I excluded studies measuring mobile marketing 

attitudes as well as studies whose results based on the same data set. I chose correlation 

coefficients as the effect size metric of this meta-analysis since they are easy to interpret and 

reported in most of the studies (De Matos and Rossi 2008). In some cases, where reported 
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effect sizes based on different samples (e.g., male vs. female samples) or multiple effect sizes 

for the same relationship were reported on the same sample, I treated them as independent 

effect sizes in the integration and moderator analyses. In sum, I obtained 412 effect sizes from 

98 independent samples in 91 published and unpublished studies. 

 The integration process for each pairwise relationship follows a random effects model 

(Borenstein et al. 2009). Commonly in meta-analyses, I corrected each effect size for 

measurement error (Hunter and Schmidt 2004). Subsequently, I transformed each corrected 

effect size into Fisher’s z-coefficients. I integrated the z-coefficients and weighted them by 

the inverse of their variance to account for varying sample sizes across research studies. I 

conducted homogeneity tests to examine whether the variance among the effect sizes is only 

due to sampling error. If heterogeneity exists, moderator analyses are adequate (Eisend 2017). 

Due to relatively small numbers of effect sizes for the pairwise relationships, I tested each 

moderator individually through subgroup analyses, which also follow a random effects model. 

I tested the differences with Wald-type tests. 

 Regarding the first and second research question, advertising value has the strongest 

effect of all ad/message-related determinants, followed by entertainment, informativeness, 

usefulness, credibility, personalization, incentives, control, and irritation. Consumers might 

expect high value from mobile ads since they are directly received within their immediate 

environment. Subjective norms have the strongest effect on attitudes toward mobile 

advertising among the consumer-related determinants, followed by innovativeness and 

privacy concerns. Consumers might adjust their norms and thinking about mobile devices and 

advertising to enhance their social status and social interactions with their peer groups (Jung 

2009). Attitudes have a strong effect on consumers’ intention to accept mobile advertising.  

 In accordance with the third research question, the moderator format of mobile 

advertising reveals certain significant differences. For example, the effect of entertainment on 
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attitude is significantly higher for location-based advertising compared to other formats of 

mobile advertising. Academic research indicates that consumers mostly use novel location-

based technologies because they just enjoy doing so (Ho 2012). Beyond, control of mobile 

advertising has more relevance for location-based advertising as well. Consumers might not 

wish to receive constantly location-based ads when on the move, instead, they might seek to 

control when and where they receive them (Bhave et al. 2013). Moderators such as country-

of-origin or quality of study also explained variance among the pairwise relationships. For 

example, the effect of irritation on attitude is significantly higher in developed countries than 

in developing countries. 

 I confirm existing and add new knowledge to the growing literature about mobile 

advertising through the combination and comparison of different research findings across 

studies. The findings reveal that almost all identified determinants have significant but 

slightly different effects on attitudes toward mobile advertising except for privacy concerns 

having no significant effect. The application of different moderators through subgroup 

analyses reveal valuable insights for academic research, as these moderators have been barely 

addressed so far.  

 Ad/message-related determinants reveal higher significant effects with attitude 

compared to consumer-related determinants. To increase the effectiveness of their mobile 

advertising efforts, marketers should primarily address these determinants. For example, 

marketers could increase the value and utility of mobile ads by sending information, which is 

exclusively sent via mobile devices such as incentives. Beyond, findings of the moderator 

analyses show that marketers should integrate more entertaining elements within location-

based advertising, such as sending short, enjoyable videos of nearby stores. 
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4.3 Paper III: Consumers’ Attitudes toward Social Media Advertising – A 

Systematic Literature Review and Framework 

 Nowadays, people around the world use daily a variety of social media sites and 

platforms, predominantly for communication and interaction with others or the consumption 

of relevant information and news (GlobalWebIndex 2018).  About 3.02 billion people around 

the world will use social media by 2021 (eMarketer 2017); thus, becoming a promising 

advertising channel for marketers. Social media enables marketers a more precise 

communication with and targeting of consumers through various ad formats like display 

banner or video ads or firm-created brand pages or posts (Johnston et al. 2018; Kumar et al. 

2017; Ngai et al. 2015).  

 However, measuring the effectiveness of social media advertising constitutes a central 

challenge for marketers (Leeflang et al. 2014; Social Media Examiner 2018). The reliability 

of direct observable metrics, e.g., number of likes or comments, diminishes since most 

consumers limit their social media activities to reading and observing (Bolton et al. 2013; 

Tuten and Solomon 2015), leading to risks of false decisions about social media advertising. 

 Therefore, a broad literature stream investigates the effectiveness of social media 

advertising with the concept of attitude toward advertising. However, the relevant literature is 

highly fragmented and heterogeneous. They examined myriad determinants and 

consequences, which either have positive or negative effects on attitudes toward social media 

advertising. Beyond, studies differ in type of sample or social media site and platform. A 

comprehensive overview of the relevant literature is missing, which could help to enhance 

current and derive new insights about social media advertising effectiveness. 

 With the application of a systematic literature review, I aim to identify (1) occurrence 

and frequencies patterns of published academic research, (2) identify and categorize 
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antecedents and consequences of attitudes toward social media advertising, and (3) derivation 

of managerial implications and directions for future research.  

 I focus on all firm-generated advertising formats delivered through social media 

platforms and sites (Johnston et al. 2018; Taylor et al. 2011), thus, excluding all advertising 

formats of earned media, e.g., consumer posts, user-generated advertising, or eWOM.  

 The conduction of the systematic literature review follows standard guidelines and 

recommendations (e.g., Palmatier et al. 2018 or Webster and Watson 2002). I adopt a 

concept-driven approach for this review, meaning studies from all authors are considered 

instead of including only studies from specific authors (Webster and Watson 2002).  

 I conducted an extensive and thorough search process to identify relevant articles. I 

considered only articles from peer-reviewed journals, which further had to be listed in either 

the Web of Science or the SCImago journal citation database to include only high-quality 

articles. Further, studies had to empirically measure attitudes toward social media advertising 

with at least one or more determinants or consequences. I did not restrict the search by any 

time frames. Thus, the search covers all published articles up to February 2019. I used 

different keywords to search in different electronic databases such as Google Scholar or Web 

of Science. Further, I checked references lists from each identified article. In sum, I obtained 

56 different articles. 

 In the next step, I coded and analyzed the articles according to the research objectives 

of this study. To disclose common patterns, I coded the articles according to name of journal, 

year of publication, type of sample, country, and social media platform or site. Beyond, I 

developed a causal chain framework to depict and examine the relations between the 

antecedents and consequences and attitudes toward social media advertising. The 

development of the framework is mainly guided by the belief-attitude-intention-behavior 

model proposed by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975). The placement of each construct based on 
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given information within each study, such as hypotheses, framework, or conducted analyses. 

The framework depicts only main effects and no interaction effects.  

 In addition, I apply basic aspects of vote-counting analyses to integrate and analyze 

the effects of antecedents and consequences. Thereby, I coded the causal relations as either 

significant positive, significant negative, non-significant, or significant differences. I used 

corresponding p- or t-values as references. In sum, I identified 80 different antecedents and 13 

consequences within 56 articles.  

 Referring to frequency patterns, primarily marketing, management and business, 

tourism, advertising, and information systems disciplines concentrated on attitudes as a 

measure of effectiveness. However, only a minority of journals published three or more than 

three articles, while the majority published not more than one. All identified articles were 

published between 2011 and February 2019, while most articles were published in 2018. 

Beyond, most articles used student samples in their research designs, followed by non-student 

samples. Almost half of the studies relied on U.S. American samples. Most articles 

investigated attitudes in the context of Facebook, while another half did not specify the social 

media platform or site and just investigated attitudes toward social media advertising in 

general. 

 I grouped the identified antecedents and consequences in broader categories, which 

share common characteristics or focus on similar aspects of social media advertising. Beyond, 

I considered already existing categorizations of previous literature reviews as well. In sum, I 

derived eight categories, namely, demographics and personality factors, societal and 

interaction factors, social media experiences and usage motivations, structural and platform 

attributes, brand-related factors, ad-related socioeconomic factors and perceptions, ad-related 

utility factors and perceptions, and lastly, ad-related reluctance and concerns. I grouped 

consequences in similar ways. In sum, I developed five main categories, namely, brand-
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related attitudes and intentions, purchase intentions, eWOM intentions, general behaviors and 

intentions, and ad-related reluctance and concerns.  

 The findings of the cause-and-effect relationships in the framework are almost all 

congruent across research studies. For example, informativeness, entertainment, 

personalization, and incentives have all significant positive effects on attitudes toward social 

media advertising. The same accounts for interactivity and social media experience, each 

having significant positive effects on attitudes. In contrast, irritation, intrusiveness, and 

privacy concerns have all significant negative effects on attitudes. Only for a few relations, 

the findings are mixed. For example, the effect of materialism on attitude was shown to be 

significant negative within two studies; however, two other studies showed that the same 

relation is not significant. Further, studies found conflictive results for the effect of 

advertising avoidance on attitude. While one study found a significant negative effect, the 

other two found a significant positive and no significant effect, respectively. The findings of 

the framework and vote-count analysis reveal that especially ad-related antecedents received 

high attention among researchers, while, e.g., structural or platform attributes received less 

according to the number of frequencies. In sum, the findings provide multiple implications of 

practice and theory and new directions for future research.   

 I provide relevant implications for theory and practice. To my best knowledge, this 

study is the first systematic literature review addressing the effectiveness of social media 

advertising through the concept of advertising attitudes. I offer in-depth knowledge and 

insights about antecedents and consequences of attitudes toward social media advertising. 

Beyond, the proposed findings help marketers to derive competitive advantages. Based on the 

framework, marketers should primarily consider those antecedents, which have significant 

positive effects on attitudes toward social media advertising. For example, they should 

include informative and entertaining elements within social media ads, as those determinants 



SYNOPSIS  

33 
 

have significantly positive effects on attitude. Further, there is no need to target consumers 

based on gender as no significant differences were identified between males and females. 

Instead, they could target more professionals as they have more favorable attitudes than 

students.  

 Future studies could apply more heterogeneous samples. College student samples are 

not as representative of social media users anymore as in the beginning. Nowadays, older 

generations make more use of social media as well (Pew Research Center 2018; We Are 

Social 2018a). Research could adopt this shift and apply more non-student samples. Further, 

they could investigate attitudes toward social media advertising more from different countries. 

The application of different country samples could enhance the understanding of social media 

as a worldwide phenomenon and the effectiveness of social media advertising. In this context, 

future research could focus on less studied social media platforms and sites such as Instagram, 

Twitter, or YouTube. Due to differences in structure, design, and purposes of social media, 

antecedents might have different influences on the effectiveness of social media advertising 

on various platforms and sites. In this context, future research could investigate how variables 

of the framework differ across paid and owned advertising formats as these differences were 

less considered so far. 

 Further, the effectiveness of mobile social media advertising is hardly addressed in the 

studies but could reveal interesting findings as well. The framework reveals various directions 

for future research by addressing antecedents, whose effects are contractive within the studies. 

Research could address these issues by re-analyzing the effects to provide precise results 

about direction and significance level. Another approach would be to address less studied 

antecedents or categories, which might offer more detailed information about the 

effectiveness of social media advertising such as structural and platform attributes or 

demographics and personality factors. 
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Abstract 

Attitude offers a commonly used measure of the effectiveness of various online touchpoints, 

yet consumers’ attitudes depend on various determinants. With a meta-analytic approach that 

spans 76 studies, this research investigates the most frequently studied determinants of 

consumers’ attitudes toward online touchpoints (i.e., informativeness, entertainment, 

irritation, credibility). The results illustrate that all the identified determinants have significant 

effects on attitude. The authors go a step further and test whether these effects vary across 

different types of online touchpoints (i.e., corporate websites, web display banners, electronic 

word-of-mouth communication, e-mail, search engine advertising, and social media 

advertising), using moderator analyses. The findings reveal significant differences among the 

online touchpoints, suggesting that marketers cannot treat such touchpoints in the same 

manner when planning and managing their online marketing campaigns.  
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1 Introduction 

The Internet offers a vast range of online touchpoints that companies can use to 

interact and communicate with consumers (Danaher and Rossiter 2011; Morris et al. 2003). 

These touchpoints guide users through the consumer decision journey, so depending on their 

configuration, online touchpoints may be more or less effective. For example, valuable, 

informative content might enhance their effectiveness by enabling consumers to learn more 

about products; intrusive content instead might diminish their effectiveness by interrupting 

consumers’ journeys. In general, the effectiveness of online touchpoints thus depends on 

many factors, and marketers must gain insights into the central determinants to understand 

how they influence effectiveness and thus, firm performance. 

 Substantial research accordingly examines the determinants of effective online 

touchpoints (e.g., Ducoffe 1996; Ko et al. 2005; Skiera et al. 2010; Yang and Ghose 2010). 

However, comprehensive generalizations of these findings are difficult to derive, because this 

research stream features a broad range of determinants (Bleier and Eisenbeiss 2015a; Lin and 

Kim 2016), different measures of effectiveness (Bleier and Eisenbeiss 2015b; Celebi 2015; 

Spilker-Attig and Brettel 2010), and various touchpoints, such as display banners, social 

media ads, e-mail campaigns, websites, or search engine ads (Agarwal et al. 2011; Sun et al. 

2010). These online touchpoints differ in their structural design (e.g., display banners are 

designed differently than paid search advertising or a website) and the functions they assume 

within a consumer’s decision journey (Burns and Lutz 2006; Tutaj and van Reijmersdal 

2012). Therefore, the same determinant is unlikely to define the effectiveness of different 

online touchpoints in similar ways. Entertaining content might be more relevant for social 

media than for paid search advertising, considering the greater flexibility that the former have 

for providing entertaining content, compared with short, text-based, search engine messages. 
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Furthermore, consumers typically consider search engine advertising later in their decision 

journey, when they tend to be more interested in product information than in entertainment.  

 To derive generalizations, we integrate heterogeneous results from previous research 

through a meta-analysis in which we perform a systematic integration and combination of 

statistical results across studies (Eisend 2017). With this study, we aim to identify the 

determinants of the effectiveness of major online touchpoints (i.e., corporate websites, web 

display banners, electronic word-of-mouth [eWOM] communication, e-mail, search engine 

advertising, and social media advertising). We use the concept of attitude as our measure of 

touchpoint effectiveness. Many studies rely on consumer attitudes to establish the 

effectiveness of online touchpoints (e.g., attitude toward display banner ads, attitude toward 

search engine ads or attitude toward social media ads), which provides a solid basis for 

integrating and comparing the results across studies. In general, as a mind-set metric, attitude 

is a widely accepted measure of online touchpoint effectiveness (Srinivasan et al. 2010), 

particularly because it can reveal long-term effects, such as impacts on future sales (Braun 

and Moe 2013).  

 For our meta-analysis, we review research spanning almost two decades and integrate 

76 different studies. Our general findings offer valuable insights for marketers and researchers 

pertaining to (1) key determinants of attitude toward online touchpoints, (2) differences in the 

respective effects across different online touchpoints, and (3) important moderators in this 

context, which can explain the variability of individual study results beyond the type of 

touchpoint. Many reviews and meta-analyses cover offline-based touchpoints (e.g., Brown 

and Stayman 1992; Sethuraman et al. 2011); to the best of our knowledge, this study is the 

first systematic (meta-analytic) summary pertaining to online touchpoint effectiveness. 

In the next section, we outline our conceptual framework including the most 

frequently studied determinants of consumers’ attitudes toward online touchpoints as well as 
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key moderators that might influence the relations within that framework. Next, we describe 

the data collection procedure and applied analyses. After we discuss the results, we derive key 

academic and practical implications. This article concludes with some limitations and starting 

points for further research.  

2 Conceptual Framework  

The conceptual framework in Figure 1 illustrates the most frequently examined 

determinants of consumers’ attitudes toward online touchpoints (including their expected 

effects) as well as notable moderators. It comprises essential structural features of the belief–

attitude–intention–behavior model by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), who argue that an attitude 

toward an object X depends on various belief factors about that object. Attitudes toward 

object X then determine intentions with regard to object X, which then influence behaviors 

toward it. However, this framework excludes relations between attitude and intentions or 

intentions and behaviors; we are not interested in intentional behaviors or direct, observable 

consumer effects. In our framework, central determinants thus can be regarded as belief 

factors. 

 Central to this framework is consumers’ attitudes toward online touchpoints. In line 

with Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) and Lutz (1985), we define attitude toward online touchpoints 

as an evaluation, tendency, or a learned predisposition to respond in a consistently favorable 

or unfavorable manner overall or to a specific touchpoint and its advertising through the 

Internet. Building on this general perspective, we exclude conceptualizations that focus 

explicitly on specific dimensions of the attitude construct, such as hedonic and utilitarian 

attitudes (Hsu et al. 2015), positive and negative attitudes (Cho and Lee 2011; Lin 2007), 

affective, cognitive, and conative attitudes (Bouhlel et al. 2010). 
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 An online touchpoint refers to any contact or communication point through which 

consumers engage with products or services or the company itself on the Internet (Ieva and 

Ziliani 2017; Neslin et al. 2006), directly (e.g., web display banner) or indirectly (e.g., online 

reviews). We concentrate on the online touchpoints identified by Nielsen (2015): corporate 

websites, web display banners, online reviews, and eWOM communication in general, as well 

as social media, search engine, and e-mail advertising.4 Although we consider the underlying 

formats and specific ads shared through each online touchpoint, we aggregate them to higher 

levels. For example, we do not differentiate the branded accounts that appear in social 

networks, online banners, and videos in social media; instead, we combine them into an 

overall social media advertising category. Although mobile touchpoints share some 

characteristics with online touchpoints (Tsang et al. 2004), we do not include them, because 

not all types of mobile touchpoints depend on Internet technologies (e.g., short message 

services), and instead they require specific mobile technologies to function (e.g., branded 

apps, location-based ads). These unique characteristics suggest that mobile touchpoints should 

be assessed separately. Therefore, we measure attitude toward online touchpoints as an 

aggregate of the six online touchpoints and their corresponding subtypes, formats, and 

specific ads (see Table 1).  

We formulated two criteria to determine if a determinant should be included in the 

framework. First, following previous meta-analyses (Szymanski and Hernard 2001; Yun et al. 

2014), we required at least 15 pairwise effects to be identified between the construct and 

attitude toward any of the selected online touchpoints, so that we ensured we included the 

most frequently studied determinants across selected online touchpoints. 

 

 

 
4 We originally included video ads as an online touchpoint but dropped it because insufficient studies examine its 
effectiveness in terms of attitude outcomes. 
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Table 1. Aggregation of attitudes toward online touchpoints 

Aggregated construct Online touchpoints Example disaggregated constructs 

Attitude toward online 
touchpoints 

E-mail advertising Attitude toward e-mail ads/advertising, 
commercial/unsolicited e-mail spam 

Social media advertising 

Attitude toward social media/social network/social 
networking/social network site 
advertising/advertisements/ads, Facebook/Twitter 
advertising/fan page/ads 

Search engine advertising Attitude toward sponsored links/search advertising, 
ads (on search engine result pages) 

Web display banner 
advertising 

Attitude toward banner ads/advertising, 
behavioral/targeted online banner/advertising, the 
pop-up/ads, ad format (e.g., online banner, pop-ups, 
skyscrapers, large rectangles, floatings, interstitials) 

eWOM communication Attitude toward eWOM communication, bloggers 
recommendation, online reviews/blogs/information 

Corporate websites Attitude toward the (sport/travel) website/site/web 
page 

Notes: eWOM = electronic word-of-mouth 

Second, we included only constructs that provided at least one pairwise effect with attitude, 

within the specific context of each of the six online touchpoints. With this criterion, we can 

perform moderator analyses at the touchpoint level and thereby identify touchpoint-specific 

effects of each determinant on attitude.  

Similar to Palmatier et al. (2006), in the course of our exhaustive literature review, we 

found many constructs with related definitions that featured different names, as well as 

constructs with related names that indicated different operationalizations. We formulated 

broad single construct definitions for the independent variables (see Table 2) to aggregate 

similar constructs after we completed the search process, as is common in meta-analyses 

(Eisend 2017).  

Some studies did not report any hypotheses or focused on reversed directional 

structures. For example, regarding the link between credibility and attitude, we found no 

hypotheses formulated within the conceptual framework of Hassan et al. (2013).  
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The relation between the two constructs was predicted later, based on theory and 

hypothesized relationships in other studies (Palmatier et al. 2006). 

Relatively few studies contain multiple attitude constructs or different online 

touchpoints within one framework or research design. When they did, we considered the 

relations between the constructs that appeared in a particular online touchpoint context. For 

example, Cases et al. (2010) measure attitude toward the website and attitude toward the e-

mail campaign, along with website trust. We focus on the relationship between website trust 

and website attitude, not website trust and e-mail campaign, because the latter relates to two 

different online touchpoints. These choices were based on intensive discussions about each 

relevant paper.  

 Through our literature review, two types of determinants emerged: semantic and 

structural. Semantic determinants are consumer-related perceptions or beliefs, which require 

substantial cognitive effort (Sun et al. 2013). They are easily assessable through various 

online touchpoints by all consumers, which makes them more comparable across studies 

(Parasuraman et al. 2005). Structural determinants instead focus on specific characteristics of 

online touchpoints (e.g., color, animation, position) (Sun et al. 2013). We cannot include 

structural determinants in our framework because they are not comparable. 

 Of the many constructs we investigated, only four aggregated (semantic) 

determinants—informativeness, entertainment, irritation, and credibility—met our selection 

criteria. 

Determinants of attitude toward online touchpoints 

 In online contexts, three of the selected determinants originally appeared in Ducoffe’s 

(1996) model of advertising value: informativeness, entertainment, and irritation. Brackett 

and Carr (2001) extend that model by adding credibility, which is closely related to trust 
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(MacKenzie and Lutz 1989). These constructs have been widely adopted since then, resulting 

in their amplified presence in the conceptual framework. 

 Informativeness. Touchpoints can supply consumers with knowledgeable, helpful, 

high-quality information about products and services (Ducoffe 1996). Consumers primarily 

use the web to collect product-related information (A.T. Kearny, 2014), which satisfies their 

informational needs, in line with uses-and-gratification theory (Ruggiero 2000). Useful 

information can enhance the purchase decision process (Kim et al. 2010). Content on the 

Internet also is constantly available, free of time and space constraints (Luo 2002), which also 

can create an information overload (Lee et al. 2015) that prompts consumers to start to filter 

relevant information (Papathanassis and Knolle 2011). In line with prior literature and as 

stated by Ducoffe (1996), we anticipate a general positive effect of informativeness on 

consumers’ attitudes toward online touchpoints. 

 Entertainment. Touchpoints also can provide entertaining, fun content to consumers 

that enhances their experience. According to uses-and-gratification theory, consumers use the 

Internet to fulfill their entertainment and enjoyment needs (Stafford et al. 2004), and online 

touchpoints can be designed accordingly, such as to provide video clips or appealing content. 

Entertaining content is more likely to be shared by consumers online (Berger and Milkman 

2012), reinforcing the relevance of this perception. In line with prior literature and stated by 

Ducoffe (1996), we also expect entertainment to exert a positive effect on consumers’ 

attitudes toward online touchpoints. 

 Irritation. A sense of irritation might arise if touchpoints employ techniques that 

annoy, manipulate, or obtrude on consumers. They perceive these intrusions as unwanted and 

unnecessary, so they form negative reactions to the touchpoints (Ducoffe 1996). Irritation can 

be ascribed on various causes, such as an obtrusive character (e.g., pop-up banner), structure 

(e.g., unorganized website content), design (e.g., animation), or general dysfunctions (e.g., 
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broken links) (Gao and Koufaris 2006; Hausman and Siekpe 2009; Madhavaram and Appan 

2010). It then enhances negative consumer reactions, such as avoidance or skepticism, 

decreasing the effectiveness of the touchpoints (Baek and Morimoto 2012). Ducoffe (1996) 

notes that irritation has a negative effect on attitudes, and we anticipate this effect in our 

conceptual framework too. 

 Credibility. Finally, credibility refers to the extent to which consumers assess formats, 

particular ads, or touchpoints as believable and trustworthy (MacKenzie and Lutz 1989). 

Credibility assessments generally include perceptions of source or information credibility as 

well, especially when centered on specific ads (MacKenzie and Lutz 1989). However, in an 

online context, touchpoint credibility pertains more to believable product-related information 

than the credibility of the advertising brand (Zha et al. 2015). According to Bracket and Carr 

(2001), credibility is an essential element of positive attitudes. Thus, we also expect a positive 

effect of credibility on consumers’ attitudes toward online touchpoints. 

Moderators 

 To explain possible variations of the relations between the relevant constructs, we 

consider several moderator variables. To identify these moderators, we rely on basic, 

commonly applied methodological and source-related considerations, as well as specific, 

substantial, and theoretical reflections (Eisend 2017). We thus investigate one substantial 

moderator and four moderators, which refer to potential methodological and source-related 

differences (see Table 3).  

Type of online touchpoint. The primary moderator is the type of online touchpoint. 

Marketers can select from a vast range of touchpoints, with distinct structural and visual 

elements (Evans 2009; Tutaj and van Reijmersdal 2012) and potentially distinct effects on 

attitude (Rodgers and Thorson 2000). 
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Table 3. Coded moderators 

No. Moderator Description Coding categories 

1 Type of 
online 
touchpoint 

The type of online touchpoint. Coding decisions based on 
general references (e.g., social media advertising) or 
underlying formats and specific ads (e.g., Facebook account) 
of an online touchpoint. Display banner or online videos 
within a social media context are coded as social media 
advertising. Any eWOM communication (e.g., online 
reviews, blogger recommendations, general information) 
within a social media context is coded as eWOM 
communication.  

(Corporate) websites 
E-mail advertising 
eWOM communication 
Web display banner 
Search engine advertising 
Social media advertising 

2 Country  The country from which the data were collected. Australia, 
Canada, South, North, and Middle America were aggregated 
to America and Australia. Countries from Africa were 
aggregated with countries from Asia. If the country is not 
indicated, the study was coded respectively to the residence 
of the main author (similar to Köhler et al. 2017). 

America and Australia 
Asia and Africa 
Europe 

3 Sample type The type of sample used for the data collection. Non-students 
Students 

4 Publication 
year 

Publication year of the paper, conference paper, or 
dissertation. 

Year 

5 Quality of 
study 

The quality of the study, whether the journal is ranked in the 
Web of Science database (similar to Eisend et al. 2017). 

No ranking in Web of 
Science index 
Ranking in Web of Science 
index 

Notes: eWOM = electronic word-of-mouth. 

 For example, an online banner consists of images and animations, whereas paid search 

engine advertising mainly consists of textual elements. Online touchpoints also differ in their 

primary functions, in terms of providing valuable insights for consumers during their 

purchase decision process. For example, online banner advertising usually attracts attention 

and initiates contacts with consumers (Dinner et al. 2014), while corporate websites supply 

further, more detailed information about products and services later in the decision process 

(Rodgers and Thorson 2000). Thus, entertainment might have greater relevance for online 

banner ads, as a means to catch consumers’ attention and interest, but informativeness might 

be more important for corporate websites, which tend to attract visitors with higher 

informational needs. Likewise, irritation might have less powerful effects in the context of 

social media advertising, which attempts to integrate smoothly into the social media 

environment, whereas online banner ads on websites pop up and interrupt consumers’ current 

activities. With a few exceptions (e.g., Yuan 2006), prior research addresses the effects of 
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these determinants of consumers’ attitude for individual touchpoints, without assessing 

variations across the different online touchpoints. Yet we expect that the type of online 

touchpoint explains potential influences and the magnitude of the effect sizes.  

 Country. Prior studies span different countries, and some explicitly note country-

specific differences (e.g., Mansour 2015). Countries vary in the degree of usage patterns and 

experiences with the Internet, and their online touchpoints also differ, depending on national-

level technological developments, cultural habits, or legal regulations (Hermeking 2005; 

Brettel and Spilker-Attig 2010). People thus might develop different perceptions of online 

touchpoints, with varying effects from the determinants to attitude. We split this moderator 

into four levels, on the basis of continental proximity and predict that this moderator may 

account for significant differences in effect sizes.  

 Sample type. According to several meta-analyses (Brown and Stayman 1992; De 

Matos and Rossi 2008), sample homogeneity might influence the extent of effect sizes. In 

contrast with non-student samples, student samples tend to be more homogenous. Especially 

in Internet-related research studies, students are a prevalent sample, with the justification that 

students have grown up with these technologies and opportunities, so they have more Internet 

experience (Sun et al. 2010). The responses gathered from student samples accordingly might 

vary less across scale values than would those from more heterogeneous samples (De Matos 

and Rossi 2008). Noting these limitations, some studies explicitly seek non-student samples, 

in an effort to generate more generalizable results. We thus expect that the type of sample 

determines some variance in effect sizes.  

 Publication year. As already mentioned, the included studies cover academic research 

of almost two decades. During this time period, new online touchpoints occurred, such as 

social media advertising. As the Internet developed as an important communication and 

distribution media channel, consumers spend nowadays a lot of time online. Consumers might 
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become more familiar with online touchpoints over time, e.g., they might perceive online 

touchpoints less irritating since they are used to their irritating and intrusive functions. To 

control for changes over time between the determinants and attitude, we include the year of 

publication as another source related moderator. 

Quality of study. Some studies appear in journals that apply lower quality standards for 

publication. To account for these possible variances, we include the quality of the study as a 

moderator. Similar to Eisend et al. (2017), we categorize studies as higher in quality when 

they appear in journals listed in the Web of Science database. 

3 Method 

Collection and coding of studies 

 To ensure the representativeness and comprehensiveness of the database for our meta-

analysis, we applied various search strategies recommended by Eisend (2017) and seek both 

published and unpublished studies. Translation barriers limited us to studies published in 

English, in the years between 1994, when the first online banner appeared (Cho and Khang 

2006), and April 2018. We started by identifying general reviews focused on relevant online 

touchpoints and checking their reference lists (e.g., Cheung and Thadani 2012; Chiou et al. 

2010; Ha 2008; Jafarzadeh et al. 2015; Khang et al. 2012; Knoll 2016; Voorveld et al. 2009). 

Next, with an exhaustive keyword search, we searched various electronic databases such as 

ABI/Inform, Business Source Premier, PsycINFO, PSYINDEX, Web of Science, Science 

Direct, and Google Scholar. To gather conference papers and dissertations, we used the Social 

Science Research Network and ProQuest Dissertation and Theses databases. For these 

searches, we included various combinations, synonyms, and alternative terms with the key 

construct “attitude,” relative to each touchpoint (e.g., “attitude toward search engine 

advertising”, “attitude toward email ads”). In an issue-by-issue search of journals, we relied 

on other meta-analysis in the field, particularly those that ranked as key major sources for the 
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journal articles relevant for our research question (i.e., Journal of Consumer Psychology, 

Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, Psychology & Marketing, Journal of 

Consumer Research, Journal of Marketing, Journal of Marketing Research, Journal of 

Retailing, Marketing Science, Computers in Human Behavior, Journal of Advertising, Journal 

of Business Research, Journal of Interactive Advertising, Journal of Interactive Marketing, 

MIS Quarterly, International Journal of Electronic Commerce, Advances in Consumer 

Research, International Journal of Advertising, Journal of Advertising Research, Journal of 

Electronic Commerce Research, Journal of Current Issues and Research in Advertising, 

Journal of Marketing Communications, Journal of Internet Commerce, Journal of Research 

in Interactive Marketing, Internet Research, and Marketing Letters). Once we gathered a set 

of papers, we checked their reference lists to find further articles. To address the file-drawer 

problem (Rosenthal 1979), we contacted expert academics via e-mail and asked for their 

unpublished works. However, we did not obtain any additional studies this way. 

 We entered a study into the database if its central construct was attitude toward a 

relevant online touchpoint, measured empirically, with a relational effect of some determinant 

(e.g., Judge et al. 2001; Kim and Peterson 2017). If no direct relational hypothesis was 

postulated, we still would include the study if the relational effects could be obtained, such as 

through correlation matrices (e.g., Choi and Rifon 2002; Mazaheri et al. 2012). 

 To measure effect sizes, we used correlation coefficients, as is common in meta-

analyses in advertising and marketing literature (De Matos and Rossi 2008). Correlation 

coefficients are easier to interpret and free of scale restrictions (Brown and Stayman 1992). 

We include all studies that explicitly report correlation coefficients or standardized regression 

coefficients from simple linear regression models (Kirca et al. 2005). One study reports 

Spearman’s correlation coefficients (Alsamydai and Khasawneh 2013), which we treat like 
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the other correlations because Spearman’s rho is Pearson’s r between ranks with the same 

sampling error variance (Hunter and Schmidt 2004). 

 However, we do not include results from multivariate models (e.g., multiple regression 

analyses, structural equations models), because even after transforming these coefficients, 

they represent partial correlation estimates and therefore are not directly comparable with 

bivariate correlations (Aloe 2014). Instead, we use coefficients from correlation matrices if 

they are reported; if not, we requested the matrices from the authors via e-mail. If we did not 

receive the necessary information, we excluded the study from our database. 

 We also removed studies for several other reasons, such as studies measuring attitude 

toward Internet advertising in general (e.g., Ducoffe 1996; Schlosser et al. 1999), unless their 

research designs explicitly identify a focus on a specific online touchpoint (e.g., Lee and Rha 

2013; Wolin et al. 2002). Similar to other meta-analyses (e.g., Eisend 2006; Rubera and Kirca 

2012), we exclude studies for which the results are based on the same data set used by already 

included studies. For example, studies originally published as a conference paper or 

dissertation and then published as a journal article were not repeated; we included the version 

that provided more information (e.g., Gao 2002). 

 Few of the identified studies report results for more than one effect size for a particular 

relationship. If effect sizes are based on distinct samples (e.g., different country samples), we 

include them as independent effect sizes in the database, similar to the meta-analysis by Pick 

and Eisend (2014). In the relatively few studies that report multiple effect sizes for the same 

relationship with the same sample, we anticipate some dependence among the effect sizes, 

which are the unit of analysis for our research. Bijmolt and Pieters (2001) recommend 

accounting for this dependence by using multilevel modeling, but doing so requires a 

sufficient number of studies with high effect sizes per sample to ensure robust results in the 

integration and moderator analyses (Eisend 2017). Moreover, no study contributes an 
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excessive number of correlations (maximum per sample per relationship = 6). The average 

number of effect sizes per sample is only 1.3 (for the informativeness-attitude relationship). 

These features do not allow us to ensure an appropriate application of a multilevel approach. 

Reducing the effect sizes to just one effect size (e.g., combining or averaging them) also is not 

recommended, due to the potential loss of information (Bijmolt and Pieters 2001).  

Furthermore, the type of online touchpoint moderator varies on the effect size level, 

such that combining the effect sizes of two different online touchpoints would not be 

appropriate. Bijmolt and Pieters (2001) determine that a multilevel approach yields the most 

robust and stable results, followed by a procedure that treats each effect size as independent. 

An approach that weights multiple effect sizes by the number of sizes or samples performs 

worst. Therefore, and considering that we have relatively few multiple effect sizes per sample, 

we treat them as independent effect sizes in our further analysis5 (Hedges et al. 2010), as done 

by Szymanski et al. (2007) with a similar data structure. 

 Ultimately we obtained 210 effect sizes from 82 independent samples, reported in 76 

published (journal) or unpublished (conference paper or dissertations) studies conducted 

during 1999–2018.6 Our data thus spans nearly two decades of academic research into the 

effectiveness of online touchpoints on consumers’ attitudes, and to code them, we relied on 

the efforts of one of the authors and an independent coder, who was not familiar with the 

study objectives (Eisend 2014). The two coders reviewed all identified studies independently 

and coded the effect sizes of the pairwise relationships, related information about the effect 

sizes (e.g., total sample size, reliability coefficient), and information about the moderators of 

interest. We used Cohen’s kappa to assess intercoder reliability, which exceeded .9 in each 

category, indicating excellent results. Any inconsistencies were resolved through discussion.  

 
5 As robustness checks, we checked the multilevel model for each pairwise relationship. The effect sizes (first 
level) are nested in the independent samples (second level). The results of the integration and moderator analyses 
(meta-regression) reveal marginal to no differences in mean effect sizes, regression coefficients, or 
corresponding p-values.  
6 A list of all studies used for the meta-analysis can be found in Appendix. 
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Integration and analysis of effect sizes 

 The meta-analytical integration procedures for each pairwise relationship reflect 

common guidelines and practices in prior literature (e.g., Lipsey and Wilson 2001). As 

mentioned, we use the correlation coefficient as the effect size metric; higher coefficient 

values indicate stronger effects of the relevant determinants on consumers’ attitudes toward 

online touchpoints. The integration process features a random effects model that allows the 

effect sizes to vary across studies; it assumes in general that the variation across studies might 

be due to sampling error or differences in the population of the effect sizes. This assumption 

supports moderator analyses and generalizations to a population of potential effect sizes, 

which might not be observed or even could be integrated within the meta-analysis (Borenstein 

et al. 2009). A random perspective is more realistic, in that it allows participants and study 

designs to vary across studies, which can explain variances among the effect sizes. 

 We corrected each effect size for measurement error by dividing the correlation 

coefficients by the product of the square root of the reliability coefficients of the dependent 

and independent variables (Hunter and Schmidt 2004). We used Cronbach’s alpha as the 

primary reliability coefficient; it was reported in most studies. If it was not, we contacted the 

authors to obtain the values, and if we did not receive a response, we used composite 

reliabilities as a substitute. The typically minor differences between Cronbach’s alpha and 

composite reliability are inconsequential when correcting for measurement error (Peterson 

and Kim 2013). If neither reliability estimate was reported or studies used single-item 

measures, we turned to the mean reliability coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha) of the specific 

variable as a substitute, similar to the method adopted by Purnawirawan et al. (2015) or Kim 

and Peterson (2017). 

 After correction, we transformed the reliability-corrected correlation coefficients into 

Fisher’s z-coefficients, which have the advantage of being approximately normally 
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distributed, such that their corresponding variance depends only on the sample size, not the 

effect size (Geyskens et al. 2009). We integrated the z-coefficients and weighted them by the 

inverse of their variance to account for the varying sample sizes (sampling error). After 

computing the integrated mean values and confidence intervals for each pairwise relationship 

of Fisher’s z-coefficients, we reconverted the integrated results back into correlation 

coefficients (Lipsey and Wilson 2001). We report the 95% confidence intervals as well. If an 

interval includes 0, the effect size is not significant (Eisend 2017). As recommended by 

Geyskens et al. (2009), and similar to De Matos and Rossi (2008), we present the integrated 

effect sizes in three stages, based on (1) the observed correlations, (2) correlations weighted 

by sampling error (uncorrected effect sizes), and (3) correlations corrected for measurement 

and sampling error (corrected effect sizes). 

 To test for the possibility of publication bias, we calculated the fail-safe N. Also 

known as the file drawer problem, this measure estimates the number of non-significant 

studies that would be needed to bring the integrated mean effect size to a non-significant 

value (Rosenthal 1979). 

 Finally, we applied several homogeneity tests to assess whether the variation among 

the effect sizes is due solely to sampling error. If the variance among the effect sizes is too 

large to be explained only by sampling error, heterogeneity exists, and the test of moderators 

is appropriate (Eisend 2017). First, we applied the homogeneity statistic Q, which follows a 

chi-square distribution with k (number of studies) minus 1 degree of freedom. A statistically 

significant Q statistic suggests that including the moderator variables can explain variability 

in the effect sizes. Second, we applied the I² test, which quantifies the percentage of total 

variation across effect studies due to heterogeneity, calculated with the formula 100%  (Q – 

df)/Q, where Q is the value of the Q statistic and df is the degrees of freedom. Thus I² lies 

between 0% and 100%, and higher percentages indicate greater heterogeneity among studies 
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(Higgins et al. 2003). If the Q statistic is significant and I² is high, we perform moderator 

analyses for the relationship and include the previously mentioned moderators. 

Moderator analysis 

 The moderator analyses refer to each pairwise relationship. In contrast with subgroup 

analyses, we test all the moderators simultaneously, using meta-regression. The effect sizes 

provide the dependent variables (z-coefficients corrected for measurement error); the 

moderators are independent dummy-coded variables (De Matos and Rossi 2008). We adopted 

a mixed-effects perspective and used the within-study variance of the effect sizes due to 

sampling error and the between-study variance after adding the moderator variables as 

weighting factors (Eisend 2017). The few observations and high between-study variance 

prompted us to adopt restricted maximum likelihood estimation, which tends to be relatively 

unbiased and more efficient than other estimators (Veroniki et al. 2016; Viechtbauer 2005). 

For almost all pairwise relationships, we obtained at least two observations per 

moderator level. However, for the relation between credibility and attitude, we only have one 

observation for e-mail advertising. This single observation per moderator level could limit the 

power of the moderator analysis for the specific relation between credibility and attitude and 

threaten validity, but we follow previous meta-analyses (e.g., Palmatier et al. 2006; 

Szymanski and Hernard 2001) and retain this relation for completeness and comparability. 

We address the small number of effect sizes in our interpretation of the results. We checked 

for multicollinearity with the variance inflation factors of the regression models, none of 

which were greater than 2, so multicollinearity does not appear to be a problem. For the 

integration and moderator analyses of each pairwise relationship, we use the metafor package 

in R (Viechtbauer 2010). 
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4 Results 

Meta-analytic correlations 

 Table 4 contains the results of the meta-analytic integration process of the four central 

determinants of consumers’ attitude toward online touchpoints. In line with our expectations, 

informativeness (r = .71), entertainment (r = .7), and credibility (r = .69) positively influence 

consumers’ attitudes; irritation has a negative influence (r = -.45). According to Cohen 

(1988), all reported mean effect sizes can be classified as large, while the relation between 

irritation and attitude reveals a medium strength. All effect sizes are strongly significant, and 

none of the respective confidence intervals include 0. The high file drawer N offers further 

confidence in the significance of the reported effect sizes. For example, 49,316 studies with 

non-significant effect sizes would be necessary to reduce the mean effect size of the 

relationship between irritation and attitude to non-significance. Thus, averaged across all 

online touchpoints, all four determinants seem to drive consumers’ attitudes toward online 

touchpoints. Yet the results also suggest a high degree of heterogeneity in the reported effects 

across studies; the Q statistic is significant for all four determinants, and the lowest I2 is equal 

to 97%, thus indicating the need for a moderator analysis.  

Moderator analysis 

 Using the results of the heterogeneity tests, we conducted a separate moderator 

analysis for each determinant and its influence on attitude toward online touchpoints. Each 

moderator analysis relies on a meta-regression that includes all moderating variables 

simultaneously in a single regression model. The results of the respective meta-regressions 

are in Table 5; Table 6 contains the subgroup means of the corrected effect sizes and number 

of observations for each moderator level for the respective relationships of the four 

determinants with attitude. 
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Table 5. Results of the meta-regression 

Moderator variables Informativeness 
(69) Entertainment (51) Irritation 

(53) Credibility (37) 

Intercept 12 -17.58 -135.16*** 11.01 

Type of touchpoint     
Social media advertising -.38* -.41** .22 -.26 
Corporate websites -.45** -.27 .57** -.04 
Web display banner -.46** -.29 .26 .47 
eWOM communication -.48** -.5** .32 -.18 
Search engine advertising -.5* -.41* .27 .14 

Country     
Europe -.02 .21 -.29 .37 
Asia + Africa -.41*** -.32** .002 .1 
     
Sample type -.14 -.16* .15 -.003 

Publication year -.01 .01 .07*** -.01 

Quality of study -.13 -.2** -.001 -.14 

R² 15.68% 41.37% 24.21% 5.57% 
Q (explained) 22.19** 42.9*** 25.5** 12.12 
Q (unexplained) 2436.18*** 777.17*** 2083.65*** 977.69*** 
*** p < .01; ** p < .05; * p < .1 
Notes: Type of touchpoint (e-mail advertising = 0); country (America and Australia = 0); sample type (non-
students = 0); quality of study (no ranking = 0). eWOM = electronic word-of-mouth 

 

Table 6. Subgroup means and number of observations per moderator level 

Moderator levels Informativeness 
(69) Entertainment (51) Irritation 

(53) 
Credibility 

(37) 
Type of touchpoint     
Social media advertising .68 (17) .67 (15) -.29 (16) .62 (13) 
Corporate websites .73 (27) .75 (19) -.46 (13) .7 (13) 
Web display banner .68 (12) .67 (10) -.56 (12) .88 (2) 
eWOM communication .65 (7) .49 (2) -.15 (2) .68 (5) 
E-mail advertising .8 (4) .79 (3) -.69 (4) .76 (1) 
Search engine advertising .68 (2) .66 (2) -.55 (6) .77 (3) 

Country     
America + Australia .75 (32) .73 (25) -.52 (29) .73 (11) 
Europe .77 (10) .87 (4) -.52 (5) .75 (6) 
Asia + Africa .62 (27) .63 (22) -.33 (19) .65 (20) 

Sample type     
Students .7 (38) .68 (28) -.45 (33) .66 (15) 
Non-students .72 (31) .74 (23) -.45 (20) .71 (22) 

Quality of study     
Ranking .68 (33) .63 (24) -.45 (27) .69 (10) 
No ranking .73 (36) .76 (27) -.46 (26) .69 (27) 
Notes: Numbers of observations are in parenthesis 
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In accordance with our second research objective, we looked for possible differences 

in the respective effect sizes, depending on the type of online touchpoint. To highlight 

differences across online touchpoints, we also report estimated effect size differences for all 

possible pairwise comparisons of online touchpoints in Tables 7 (informativeness–attitude 

relationship), 8 (entertainment–attitude relationship), 9 (irritation–attitude relationship), and 

10 (credibility–attitude relationship). Each column pertains to a different touchpoint. Thus, 

the reported regression coefficients in each column depict the estimated effect size differences 

between the reference touchpoint of this column and the remaining touchpoints. For example, 

column 1 in Table 7 (informativeness–attitude) uses social media advertising as the reference 

touchpoint, and it shows that the effect size of informativeness on attitude is weaker for 

eWOM communication than for social media advertising (ß = -.11), but the difference is not 

statistically significant (p > .1).  

Informativeness. In Table 7, we find that informativeness is especially relevant for e-

mail advertising. In particular, column 5 shows that the effects of informativeness on attitude 

toward online touchpoints are significantly weaker for social media advertising (ß = -.38, p < 

.1), corporate websites (ß = -.45, p < .05), web display banners (ß = -.46, p < .05), eWOM (ß 

= -.48, p < .05) and search engine advertising (ß = -.5, p < .1) than for e-mail advertising. 

Entertainment. Similarly, the effects of entertainment on attitude in Table 8 show that 

this determinant is also especially relevant for e-mail advertising. Column 5 reveals that the 

effects of entertainment on attitude are significantly weaker for social media advertising (ß = -

.41, p < .05), eWOM (ß = -.5, p < .05), and search engine advertising (ß = -.41, p < .1) than 

for e-mail advertising.  

 Irritation. The results for the relationship of irritation with consumers’ attitudes, as 

detailed in Table 9, indicate that irritation has the lowest negative influence on attitudes when 

it comes to corporate websites. As shown in column 2, these effects are significantly more 



PAPER I 

70 
 

T
ab

le
 7

. D
iff

er
en

ce
s i

n 
ef

fe
ct

iv
en

es
s o

f i
nf

or
m

at
iv

en
es

s a
nd

 a
tti

tu
de

 to
w

ar
d 

on
lin

e 
to

uc
hp

oi
nt

s a
cr

os
s t

yp
es

 (m
et

a-
re

gr
es

si
on

) 

R
ef

er
en

ce
 to

uc
hp

oi
nt

 

 In
 c

om
pa

ri
so

n 
to

…
 

(1
) 

So
ci

al
 m

ed
ia

 
ad

ve
rt

is
in

g 

(2
) 

C
or

po
ra

te
 w

eb
si

te
s 

(3
) 

W
eb

 d
is

pl
ay

 
ba

nn
er

 

(4
) 

eW
O

M
 

co
m

m
un

ic
at

io
n 

(5
) 

E
-m

ai
l a

dv
er

tis
in

g 
(6

) 
Se

ar
ch

 e
ng

in
e 

ad
ve

rt
is

in
g 

So
ci

al
 m

ed
ia

 
ad

ve
rti

si
ng

 
0 

.0
7 

.0
8 

.1
1 

-.3
8*

 
.1

3 

C
or

po
ra

te
  

w
eb

si
te

s 
-.0

7 
0 

-.0
1 

.0
3 

-.4
5*

* 
.0

5 

W
eb

 d
is

pl
ay

 b
an

ne
r 

-.0
8 

.0
1 

0 
.0

3 
-.4

6*
* 

.0
5 

eW
O

M
 

co
m

m
un

ic
at

io
n 

-.1
1 

-.0
3 

-.0
3 

0 
-.4

8*
* 

.0
2 

E-
m

ai
l a

dv
er

tis
in

g 
.3

8*
 

.4
5*

* 
.4

6*
* 

.4
8*

* 
0 

.5
* 

Se
ar

ch
 e

ng
in

e 
ad

ve
rti

si
ng

 
-.1

3 
-.0

5 
-.0

5 
-.0

2 
-.5

* 
0 

**
* 

p 
< 

.0
1;

 *
* 

p 
< 

.0
5;

 *
 p

 <
 .1

  
N

ot
es

: F
or

 e
xa

m
pl

e,
 fo

r c
ol

um
n 

1,
 w

ith
 so

ci
al

 m
ed

ia
 a

dv
er

tis
in

g 
as

 th
e 

re
fe

re
nc

e 
to

uc
hp

oi
nt

, t
he

 ta
bl

e 
sh

ow
s t

ha
t t

he
 e

ffe
ct

 o
f i

nf
or

m
at

iv
en

es
s o

n 
at

tit
ud

e 
is

 
w

ea
ke

r f
or

 c
or

po
ra

te
 w

eb
si

te
s t

ha
n 

fo
r t

he
 re

fe
re

nc
e 

to
uc

hp
oi

nt
 o

f s
oc

ia
l m

ed
ia

 a
dv

er
tis

in
g 

by
 -.

07
. F

or
 si

m
pl

ic
ity

, t
he

 c
oe

ff
ic

ie
nt

s o
f t

he
 o

th
er

 m
od

er
at

or
 

va
ria

bl
es

 a
re

 n
ot

 p
re

se
nt

ed
 h

er
e.

 e
W

O
M

 =
 e

le
ct

ro
ni

c 
w

or
d-

of
-m

ou
th

. 



PAPER I 

71 
 

T
ab

le
 8

. D
iff

er
en

ce
s i

n 
ef

fe
ct

iv
en

es
s o

f e
nt

er
ta

in
m

en
t a

nd
 a

tti
tu

de
 to

w
ar

d 
on

lin
e 

to
uc

hp
oi

nt
s a

cr
os

s t
yp

es
 (m

et
a-

re
gr

es
si

on
) 

R
ef

er
en

ce
 to

uc
hp

oi
nt

 

In
 c

om
pa

ri
so

n 
to

…
 

(1
) 

So
ci

al
 m

ed
ia

 
ad

ve
rt

is
in

g 

(2
) 

C
or

po
ra

te
 

w
eb

si
te

s 

(3
) 

W
eb

 d
is

pl
ay

 
ba

nn
er

 

(4
) 

eW
O

M
 

co
m

m
un

ic
at

io
n 

(5
) 

E
-m

ai
l a

dv
er

tis
in

g 
(6

) 
Se

ar
ch

 e
ng

in
e 

ad
ve

rt
is

in
g 

So
ci

al
 m

ed
ia

 
ad

ve
rti

si
ng

 
0 

-.1
4 

-.1
2 

.0
9 

-.4
1*

* 
.0

0 

C
or

po
ra

te
 w

eb
si

te
s 

.1
4 

0 
.0

2 
.2

3 
-.2

7 
.1

4 

W
eb

 d
is

pl
ay

 b
an

ne
r 

.1
2 

-.0
2 

0 
.2

1 
-.2

9 
.1

2 

eW
O

M
 

co
m

m
un

ic
at

io
n 

-.0
9 

-.2
3 

-.2
1 

0 
-.5

**
 

-.0
9 

E-
m

ai
l a

dv
er

tis
in

g 
.4

1*
* 

.2
7 

.2
9 

.5
**

 
0 

.4
1*

 

Se
ar

ch
 e

ng
in

e 
ad

ve
rti

si
ng

 
-.0

0 
-.1

4 
-.1

2 
.0

9 
-.4

1*
 

0 

**
* 

p 
< 

.0
1;

 *
* 

p 
< 

.0
5;

 *
 p

 <
 .1

  
N

ot
es

: F
or

 e
xa

m
pl

e,
 fo

r c
ol

um
n 

1,
 w

ith
 so

ci
al

 m
ed

ia
 a

dv
er

tis
in

g 
as

 th
e 

re
fe

re
nc

e 
to

uc
hp

oi
nt

, t
he

 ta
bl

e 
sh

ow
s t

ha
t t

he
 e

ffe
ct

 o
f e

nt
er

ta
in

m
en

t o
n 

at
tit

ud
e 

is
 

st
ro

ng
er

 fo
r c

or
po

ra
te

 w
eb

si
te

s t
ha

n 
fo

r t
he

 re
fe

re
nc

e 
to

uc
hp

oi
nt

 o
f s

oc
ia

l m
ed

ia
 a

dv
er

tis
in

g 
by

 .1
4.

 F
or

 si
m

pl
ic

ity
, t

he
 c

oe
ffi

ci
en

ts
 o

f t
he

 o
th

er
 m

od
er

at
or

 
va

ria
bl

es
 a

re
 n

ot
 p

re
se

nt
ed

 h
er

e.
 e

W
O

M
 =

 e
le

ct
ro

ni
c 

w
or

d-
of

-m
ou

th
. 



PAPER I 

72 
 

T
ab

le
 9

. D
iff

er
en

ce
s i

n 
ef

fe
ct

iv
en

es
s o

f i
rr

ita
tio

n 
an

d 
at

tit
ud

e 
to

w
ar

d 
on

lin
e 

to
uc

hp
oi

nt
s a

cr
os

s t
yp

es
 (m

et
a-

re
gr

es
si

on
) 

R
ef

er
en

ce
 to

uc
hp

oi
nt

 

In
 c

om
pa

ri
so

n 
to

…
 

(1
) 

So
ci

al
 m

ed
ia

 
ad

ve
rt

is
in

g 

(2
) 

C
or

po
ra

te
 

w
eb

si
te

s 

(3
) 

W
eb

 d
is

pl
ay

 
ba

nn
er

 

(4
) 

eW
O

M
 

co
m

m
un

ic
at

io
n 

(5
) 

E
-m

ai
l a

dv
er

tis
in

g 
(6

) 
Se

ar
ch

 e
ng

in
e 

ad
ve

rt
is

in
g 

So
ci

al
 m

ed
ia

 
ad

ve
rti

si
ng

 
0 

-.3
5*

 
-.0

4 
-.1

 
.2

2 
-.0

5 

C
or

po
ra

te
 w

eb
si

te
s 

.3
5*

 
0 

.3
1*

 
.2

5 
.5

7*
* 

.3
 

W
eb

 d
is

pl
ay

 b
an

ne
r 

.0
4 

-.3
1*

 
0 

-.0
6 

.2
6 

-.0
1 

eW
O

M
 

co
m

m
un

ic
at

io
n 

.1
 

-.2
5 

.0
6 

0 
.3

2 
.0

5 

E-
m

ai
l a

dv
er

tis
in

g 
-.2

2 
-.5

7*
* 

-.2
6 

-.3
2 

0 
-.2

7 

Se
ar

ch
 e

ng
in

e 
ad

ve
rti

si
ng

 
.0

5 
-.3

 
.0

1 
-.0

5 
.2

7 
0 

**
* 

p 
< 

.0
1;

 *
* 

p 
< 

.0
5;

 *
 p

 <
 .1

  
N

ot
es

: F
or

 e
xa

m
pl

e,
 fo

r c
ol

um
n 

1,
 w

ith
 so

ci
al

 m
ed

ia
 a

dv
er

tis
in

g 
as

 th
e 

re
fe

re
nc

e 
to

uc
hp

oi
nt

, t
he

 ta
bl

e 
sh

ow
s t

ha
t t

he
 e

ffe
ct

 o
f i

rr
ita

tio
n 

on
 a

tti
tu

de
 is

 le
ss

 
ne

ga
tiv

e 
fo

r c
or

po
ra

te
 w

eb
si

te
s t

ha
n 

fo
r t

he
 re

fe
re

nc
e 

to
uc

hp
oi

nt
 o

f s
oc

ia
l m

ed
ia

 a
dv

er
tis

in
g 

by
 .3

5.
 F

or
 si

m
pl

ic
ity

, t
he

 c
oe

ffi
ci

en
ts

 o
f t

he
 o

th
er

 m
od

er
at

or
 

va
ria

bl
es

 a
re

 n
ot

 p
re

se
nt

ed
 h

er
e.

 e
W

O
M

 =
 e

le
ct

ro
ni

c 
w

or
d-

of
-m

ou
th

. 



PAPER I 

73 
 

T
ab

le
 1

0.
 D

iff
er

en
ce

s i
n 

ef
fe

ct
iv

en
es

s o
f c

re
di

bi
lit

y 
an

d 
at

tit
ud

e 
to

w
ar

d 
on

lin
e 

to
uc

hp
oi

nt
s a

cr
os

s t
yp

es
 (m

et
a-

re
gr

es
si

on
) 

 
R

ef
er

en
ce

 to
uc

hp
oi

nt
 

 In
 c

om
pa

ri
so

n 
to

…
 

(1
) 

So
ci

al
 m

ed
ia

 
ad

ve
rt

is
in

g 

(2
) 

C
or

po
ra

te
 

w
eb

si
te

s 

(3
) 

W
eb

 d
is

pl
ay

 
ba

nn
er

 

(4
) 

eW
O

M
 

co
m

m
un

ic
at

io
n 

(5
) 

E
-m

ai
l a

dv
er

tis
in

g 
(6

) 
Se

ar
ch

 e
ng

in
e 

ad
ve

rt
is

in
g 

So
ci

al
 m

ed
ia

 
ad

ve
rti

si
ng

 
0 

-.2
2 

-.7
3*

 
-.0

8 
-.2

6 
-.4

 

C
or

po
ra

te
 w

eb
si

te
s 

.2
2 

0 
-.5

1 
.1

4 
-.0

4 
-.1

8 

W
eb

 d
is

pl
ay

 b
an

ne
r 

.7
3*

 
.5

1 
0 

.6
5 

.4
7 

.3
3 

eW
O

M
 

co
m

m
un

ic
at

io
n 

.0
8 

-.1
4 

-.6
5 

0 
-.1

8 
-.3

2 

E-
m

ai
l a

dv
er

tis
in

g 
.2

6 
.0

4 
-.4

7 
.1

8 
0 

-.1
4 

Se
ar

ch
 e

ng
in

e 
ad

ve
rti

si
ng

 
.4

 
.1

8 
-.3

3 
.3

2 
.1

4 
0 

**
* 

p 
< 

.0
1;

 *
* 

p 
< 

.0
5;

 *
 p

 <
 .1

  
N

ot
es

: F
or

 e
xa

m
pl

e,
 fo

r c
ol

um
n 

1,
 w

ith
 so

ci
al

 m
ed

ia
 a

dv
er

tis
in

g 
as

 th
e 

re
fe

re
nc

e 
to

uc
hp

oi
nt

, t
he

 ta
bl

e 
sh

ow
s t

ha
t t

he
 e

ffe
ct

 o
f c

re
di

bi
lit

y 
on

 a
tti

tu
de

 is
 st

ro
ng

er
 

fo
r c

or
po

ra
te

 w
eb

si
te

s t
ha

n 
fo

r t
he

 re
fe

re
nc

e 
to

uc
hp

oi
nt

 o
f s

oc
ia

l m
ed

ia
 a

dv
er

tis
in

g 
by

 .2
2.

 F
or

 si
m

pl
ic

ity
, t

he
 c

oe
ffi

ci
en

ts
 o

f t
he

 o
th

er
 m

od
er

at
or

 v
ar

ia
bl

es
 a

re
 

no
t p

re
se

nt
ed

 h
er

e.
 e

W
O

M
 =

 e
le

ct
ro

ni
c 

w
or

d-
of

-m
ou

th
. 



PAPER I 

74 
 

negative for social media advertising (ß = -.35, p < .1), web display banner (ß = -.31, p < .1) 

and e-mail advertising (ß = -.57, p < .05), than for corporate websites. 

 Credibility. Table 10 highlights that credibility is especially relevant for web display 

banner ads (column 3), such that the effects on attitude toward online touchpoints are 

significantly weaker for social media advertising (ß = -.73, p < .1) than for web display 

banner advertising.  

Regarding our third research objective, we tested whether the type of sample, country, 

or study quality might explain further variation in the effect sizes. In Table 5, we note that the 

effect of informativeness on attitudes toward online touchpoints is significantly weaker for 

countries in Asia and Africa (ß = -.41, p < .01) compared with America and Australia. 

We find no other significant results for the other moderators between informativeness 

and attitude. Significant differences in the regression coefficients emerge for the relation 

between entertainment and attitude, such that the effect is significantly weaker for Asian and 

African countries (ß = -.32, p < .05) than for American and Australian countries. Furthermore, 

we find that the effect of entertainment on attitudes is weaker for student than non-student 

samples (ß = -.16, p < .1), as well as for high-quality studies compared with studies of lower 

quality (ß = -.2, p < .05). Publication year has a moderating effect on the relationship between 

irritation and attitudes, as the effect becomes less negative over time (ß = .07, p < .01). We do 

not find any significant moderating influences on the effect of credibility on attitudes. In 

summary, the moderator analyses explain up to 41.37% of the heterogeneity—relatively high 

values that confirm the appropriateness of our moderator analyses.  

5 Discussion and Conclusion 

 This meta-analysis has identified and investigated frequently studied determinants of 

consumers’ attitudes toward online touchpoints, spanning 210 effect sizes associated with 82 
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independent samples reported in 76 studies. By integrating these studies and testing for 

different moderators, especially the moderating effect of touchpoint type, we provide 

empirical generalizations and insights regarding the determinants of consumers’ attitude 

toward online touchpoints.  

 Regarding our first objective, the results reveal that informativeness, entertainment, 

and credibility exert strong, positive influences on attitudes toward online touchpoints, while 

irritation has a negative influence. In relative terms, perceptions of informativeness and 

entertainment have the largest effects on attitude; on average, these determinants are most 

important from consumers’ perspective. Similarly, prior studies that rely on uses-and-

gratification theory have shown that people use mass media, including the Internet, primarily 

to satisfy their informational and entertainment needs (Ko et al. 2005; Papacharissi and Rubin 

2000; Ruggiero 2000). Credibility has a slightly weaker effect on attitude, though still large 

enough to suggest that consumers expect online touchpoints to provide accurate, unbiased 

information (Shankar et al. 2002). Due to the immense amount of information and online 

touchpoints consumers encounter while browsing the Internet, they try to focus only on 

relevant and credible online touchpoints. Irritation has a negative effect on attitude, though (in 

absolute terms) this effect is weaker than those of the other determinants. Nowadays, 

consumers are experienced with online touchpoints, getting in touch with them on an almost 

daily basis (We Are Social 2018). As a possible result, they are used to online touchpoints 

might blind out irritating elements. Thus, perceptions of irritation seem to have minor effects 

on consumers as they form attitudes toward online touchpoints.  

 With moderator analyses, we also investigate whether the aggregate effects of the 

respective determinants differ depending on the type of touchpoint. We contrast the effects 

across the most frequently used online touchpoints and find that the effects of both 

informativeness and entertainment on attitudes are much stronger for e-mail advertising than 
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for most remaining touchpoints. Consumers who have agreed to receive newsletters from a 

company likely expect to gain access to informative or entertaining content, suggesting they 

already are highly involved with this touchpoint and have higher expectations about its 

information or entertainment quality, compared with those for other touchpoints to which they 

have not subscribed explicitly (e.g., banner or social media ads). The high involvement and 

high expectation level may make consumers more sensitive to the actual levels of these 

factors (Eisenbeiss et al. 2014).  

 We find major, significant differences among the effects of irritation on attitude—

significantly weaker for corporate websites compared to social media advertising, web display 

banner, and e-mail advertising. Irritation might has a minor role for corporate websites, since 

corporate or general websites serve as a central hub for all online activities of firm on the 

Internet (Voorveld et al. 2009), thus content, design, and structure of a website are arranged 

with the prior aim of providing a high user experience and quality of the website and being 

free of irritating elements or poor-organized navigation structure. Irritation is more relevant in 

the context of e-mail advertising, web display banners, and social media advertising. The 

intrusive character of most online banners such as pop-up ads, which interrupt current online 

activities and therefore diminish the online experience, makes this result unsurprising 

(Edwards et al. 2002). For e-mail advertising, by signing in for newsletter, consumers agree to 

receive e-mails from companies and thus expect structured, relevant contents; disorganized or 

overwhelming contents might amplify the negative effects of irritation (ul Haq 2009). The 

effect of irritation on attitude for e-mail advertising might be amplified as well when 

consumers receive unsolicited commercial e-mails such as spam from companies, which 

usually contain irritating and intrusive messages or offers (Phelps et al. 2004). Lastly, 

irritation has a higher relevance for social media advertising compared to websites. Social 

networking sites such as Facebook or Instagram offer various opportunities for marketers to 
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address consumers based on their interests and social activities. Consumers might perceive 

social media ads based on their personal data entered within the social network as too 

intrusive and invasive (Taylor et al. 2011). 

 Further empirical insights refer to the positive effect of credibility on attitudes, which 

is stronger for web display banners, relative to social media advertising. Web display banners 

primarily seek to gain consumers’ attention or target consumers based on their preferences 

and interests (Goldfarb and Tucker 2011). Especially for the latter function, the positive 

effects of targeted and personalized web display banners can be enhanced by source or 

touchpoint credibility; lower credibility instead evokes reactance and privacy concerns (Bleier 

and Eisenbeiss 2015b). The relevance of credibility also might be amplified by ad clutter, 

which forces consumers to limit their attention only to the most reliable, credible displays 

(Lee and Cho 2010).  

 With reference to our third major research objective, our results reveal several 

moderations beyond the type of touchpoint. In particular, the moderator country can explain 

variations in some relationships. One finding is that the effects of informativeness and 

entertainment on attitude toward online touchpoints are both weaker for Asian and African 

countries than American and Australian ones. As a possible explanation, we note that 

consumers in Asia and Africa use the Internet primarily for social interaction rather than for 

informational motives (Ko et al. 2006), which likely makes them less responsive to 

informational content elements. In terms of entertainment, a possible explanation is that 

entertainment is a higher-level expectation of advertising, such that it tends to be especially 

relevant for consumers in mature, cluttered advertising markets in which advertisers work 

hard to attract consumers’ limited attention with interesting, exciting communications (Sun 

and Wang 2010). Since some Asian and Middle East countries are still developing countries 

with relatively weak advertising markets, entertaining elements in online touchpoints are not 
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as relevant for consumers in these countries, as much as they are in American and Australian 

nations (Sun and Wang 2010). 

 The type of sample exerts an effect only in the relation between entertainment and 

attitudes: entertainment has a weaker effect among students than among non-student samples. 

As an explanation, we recognize that members of younger generations have more experience 

with Internet technology and its touchpoints than non-students and older generations (Bevan-

Dye 2013; Obal and Kunz 2013), such that they have grown accustomed to entertaining 

elements of online touchpoints, which might lower the relevance of entertainment.  

 The year of publication reveals significant influences on the relationship between 

irritation and attitude. The effect of irritation on attitude toward online touchpoints mitigates 

over the years. As already mentioned, this trend might be associated with the risen internet 

experience of consumers. For example, most U.S. households spent up to 6 -10 hours on the 

internet in an average week in 2018 (Statista 2018). Since most online touchpoints were 

developed and introduced with the beginning of the Internet, consumers might be nowadays 

mostly familiar with their functions and characteristics, such as the intrusiveness of pop-up 

ads or dysfunctional links on search engine page results. As a result, irritating or intrusive 

elements of online touchpoints might be largely blind out by consumers.  

 Finally, study quality exhibits only one significant influence, on the relation between 

entertainment and attitude. The particularly rules out possible concerns regarding the 

inclusion of studies from lower ranked journals into the meta-analysis.  

Implications 

 In general, the findings of this meta-analysis confirm and generate new insights into 

the effectiveness of advertising touchpoints. They implicate important theoretical and 

practical implications. While current meta-analyses focus on brand advertising elasticities 

(Sethuraman et al. 2011) or eWOM elasticities (You et al. 2015), this meta-analysis examines 
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the effectiveness of advertising touchpoints by using psychological mind-set metrics, which 

occupy a central weight in advertising research as well.  

 We adopt central aspects of the meta-analysis of Brown and Stayman (1992) by 

transferring them to the online context. By doing so, this study is the first meta-analysis 

assessing explicitly online touchpoints by investigating how central determinants influence 

consumers’ attitude toward online touchpoints. The integrated effect sizes confirm and 

enhance existing research knowledge and show that informativeness, entertainment, irritation, 

and credibility are significant main drivers of the effectiveness of online touchpoints (e.g., 

Bracket and Carr 2001, Ducoffe 1996). Moreover, the meta-analytic findings add and expand 

new insights and knowledge about online touchpoints and their differences. Our meta-analysis 

is the first attempt of comparing and examining six major online touchpoints, instead of 

examining each one individually. Moderator analyses reveal valuable differences between 

online touchpoints, e.g., between websites and e-mail advertising (see Tab. 9), as those 

comparisons have been barely addressed in academic research. Similar accounts for country-

specific comparisons between different continents, which reveal significant learnings for 

international advertising research. 

 Our meta-analysis has several implications for marketers. In general terms, marketers 

should not treat and design online touchpoints equally but instead must consider the identified 

differences. This fact will help marketers creating optimal experiences during the consumer 

decision journey, reducing marketing budget allocation problems, but also designing online 

touchpoints along with consumers’ perceptions and expectations of each online touchpoint. 

For example, marketers should include more informational and entertaining elements, 

especially for e-mail newsletters. Newsletters via e-mail allow the integration of more 

entertaining elements such as videos and pictures and offer more space for additional 

information compared to other online touchpoints. However, the additional inclusion of 
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elements should not be too irritating or intrusive. Beyond, marketers should enhance the 

credibility of web display banners, which could be achieved by using them for targeting 

purposes. In this context, marketers should find ways to reduce irritation with web display 

banners, e.g., by choosing less intrusive formats or giving consumers more control about 

content and delivery of web display banners. Concerns about irritation could be neglected for 

websites, but websites should still guarantee great user experiences.  

 International companies also can use our findings to inform their international 

campaigns; informational and entertaining elements will be less relevant in Asian and African 

countries. Firms also should acknowledge that younger generations generally focus less on 

entertaining elements within online touchpoints than older generations.  

Limitations and further research 

 Similar to other meta-analyses of advertising research, our study is subject to several 

limitations that require consideration before applying the findings. First, despite our 

exhaustive literature search, we may have overlooked some publications; we had to exclude 

some studies because they offered insufficient data concerning the effect sizes. Second, the 

moderator analyses are based on relatively small numbers of observations, which prevents 

intensive conclusions. Some moderator levels include only one observation, which limits the 

power of the moderator analyses and poses a threat to the validity of the reported results. 

Third, the Q statistic of the moderator analyses indicates the presence of additional 

moderators, which could explain some remaining heterogeneity. However, the small number 

of observations prevents us from including further moderators, like the type of research 

design (experiment vs. survey). Such considerations would be interesting for further research; 

integrating other moderator variables also could influence the results by partially masking 

significant differences. Fourth, the framework includes only constructs for which we had 

sufficient primary data. Thus, the framework includes the most studied determinants of 
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attitude, which we do not consider an exhaustive list. For example, we could not include the 

probably influential determinants of usefulness or privacy concerns, due to data availability 

issues. Fifth, following broader aggregations of constructs and moderators (e.g., country), 

reported results might suffer from precision. The high heterogeneity after moderator analyses 

might be attributed to broader aggregations of the dependent and independent variables as 

during the aggregation process variables with variations on precise construct definitions and 

operationalization were aggregated.  

 In terms of directions for continued research, the relatively low number of correlations 

for relationships with some online touchpoints (e.g., e-mail, search engine advertising) 

suggests the need for ongoing studies of effectiveness that use mind-set metrics, to help 

consolidate and expand knowledge about consumers’ attitudes and their determinants. Unique 

studies might address less frequently studied determinants and their effects, including privacy 

concerns, usefulness, perceived risk, interactivity, and personalization. The discussion part 

reveals first potential explanations for differences among the online touchpoints. Future 

studies could adapt those approaches and could investigate more detailed the underlying 

factors of those differences. Other research might examine different online touchpoints 

separately to identify variations in consumers’ attitudes due to different formats of the same 

touchpoints. For example, by investigating social media advertising in more detail, 

researchers could determine whether the effects of the determinants vary across branded 

accounts in social media, online banners in newsfeeds, and videos on YouTube. Another 

research avenue might apply the proposed framework to other media channels, such as mobile 

ones or more traditional forms, such as television or radio, then compare the results.   



PAPER I 

82 
 

References – Paper I 

Agarwal, A., Hosanagar, K., & Smith, M. D. (2011). Location, location, location: An analysis 

of profitability of position in online advertising markets. Journal of Marketing 

Research, 48(6), 1057-1073. 

Ahn, T., Hong, M., & Pedersen, P. M. (2014). Effects of perceived interactivity and web 

organization on user attitudes. European Sport Management Quarterly, 14(2), 111-

128. 

Aloe, A. M. (2014). An empirical investigation of partial effect sizes in meta-analysis of 

 correlational data. The Journal of General Psychology, 141(1), 47-64. 

Alsamydai, M. J., & Khasawneh, M. H. (2013). Antecedents and consequences of E- 

Jordanian consumer behaviour regarding Facebook advertising. International Journal 

of Business Management and Research, 3(4), 41-59. 

A.T. Kearny (2014). Connected users are not created equal: A global perspective. Retrieved  

July 18, 2018 from https://www.atkearney.com/documents/10192/5292753/ 

Connected+Consumers+Are+Not+Created+Equal+-+A+Global+Perspective.pdf  

Baek, T. H., & Morimoto, M. (2012). Stay away from me. Journal of Advertising, 41(1), 59- 

76. 

Berger, J., & Milkman, K. L. (2012). What makes online content viral?. Journal of 

 Marketing Research, 49(2), 192-205. 

Bevan-Dye, A. L. (2013). Black generation Y students’ attitudes towards web advertising 

 value. Mediterranean Journal of Social Sciences, 4(2), 155. 

Bijmolt, T. H., & Pieters, R. G. (2001). Meta-analysis in marketing when studies contain  

multiple measurements. Marketing Letters, 12(2), 157-169. 

Bleier, A., & Eisenbeiss, M. (2015a). Personalized online advertising effectiveness: The  

interplay of what, when, and where. Marketing Science, 34(5), 669-688. 



PAPER I 

83 
 

Bleier, A., & Eisenbeiss, M. (2015b). The importance of trust for personalized online  

advertising. Journal of Retailing, 91(3), 390-409. 

Boateng, H., & Okoe, A. F. (2015). Determinants of consumers’ attitude towards social media 

 advertising. Journal of Creative Communications, 10(3), 248-258. 

Borenstein, M., Hedges, L. V., Higgins, J. P., & Rothstein, H. R. (2009). Introduction to  

meta-analysis. West Sussex, UK: John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. 

Bouhlel, O., Mzoughi, N., Ghachem, M. S., & Negra, A. (2010). Online purchase intention: 

Understanding the blogosphere effect. International Journal of E-Business 

Management,  4(2), 37-51. 

Brackett, L. K., & Carr, B. N. (2001). Cyberspace advertising vs. other media: Consumer vs. 

 mature student attitudes. Journal of Advertising Research, 41(5), 23-32. 

Braun, M., & Moe, W. W. (2013). Online display advertising: Modeling the effects of  

multiple creatives and individual impression histories. Marketing Science, 32(5), 753-

767. 

Brettel, M., & Spilker-Attig, A. (2010). Online advertising effectiveness: A cross-cultural 

 comparison. Journal of Research in Interactive Marketing, 4(3), 176-196. 

Brown, S. P., & Stayman, D. M. (1992). Antecedents and consequences of attitude toward the  

ad: A meta-analysis. Journal of Consumer Research, 19(1), 34-51. 

Burns, K. S., & Lutz, R. J. (2006). The function of format: Consumer responses to six online 

 advertising formats. Journal of Advertising, 35(1), 53-63. 

Cases, A. S., Fournier, C., Dubois, P. L., & Tanner Jr., J. F. (2010). Web Site spill over to  

email campaigns: The role of privacy, trust and shoppers’ attitudes. Journal of 

Business Research, 63(9-10), 993-999. 

Celebi, S. I. (2015). How do motives affect attitudes and behaviors toward internet  

advertising and Facebook advertising?. Computers in Human Behavior, 51, 312-324. 



PAPER I 

84 
 

Cheung, C. M., & Thadani, D. R. (2012). The impact of electronic word-of-mouth 

 communication: A literature analysis and integrative model. Decision Support  

Systems, 54(1), 461-470. 

Chiou, W. C., Lin, C. C., & Perng, C. (2010). A strategic framework for website evaluation  

based on a review of the literature from 1995–2006. Information & Management, 

47(5-6), 282-290. 

Cho, C. H., & Khang, H. (2006). The state of internet-related research in communications, 

 marketing, and advertising: 1994-2003. Journal of Advertising, 35(3), 143-163. 

Cho, S., & Lee, W. (2011). Hotel recruitment website design, aesthetics, attitude toward 

 websites, and applicant attraction. In Proceedings of the 2011 International Council  

on Hotel, Restaurant and Institutional Education Conference (ICHRIE), (pp. 1-13). 

USA: ICHRIE. 

Choi, S. M., & Rifon, N. J. (2002). Antecedents and consequences of web advertising  

credibility: A study of consumer response to banner ads. Journal of Interactive 

Advertising, 3(1), 12-24. 

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. Hillsdale, NY: 

 Erlbaum, 2nd Edition.  

Danaher, P. J., & Rossiter, J. R. (2011). Comparing perceptions of marketing communication 

 channels. European Journal of Marketing, 45(1/2), 6-42. 

De Matos, C. A., & Rossi, C. A. V. (2008). Word-of-mouth communications in marketing: A 

 meta-analytic review of the antecedents and moderators. Journal of the Academy of 

 Marketing Science, 36(4), 578-596. 

Dinner, I. M., Van Heerde, H. J., & Neslin, S. A. (2014). Driving online and offline sales: The 

 cross-channel effects of traditional, online display, and paid search advertising.  

Journal of Marketing Research, 51(5), 527-545. 



PAPER I 

85 
 

Ducoffe, R. H. (1996). Advertising value and advertising the web. Journal of Advertising 

 Research, 36(5), 21-35.  

Edwards, S. M., Li, H., & Lee, J. H. (2002). Forced exposure and psychological reactance: 

 Antecedents and consequences of the perceived intrusiveness of pop-up ads. Journal  

of Advertising, 31(3), 83-95. 

Eisend, M. (2006). Two-sided advertising: A meta-analysis. International Journal of  

Research in Marketing, 23(2), 187-198. 

Eisend, M. (2014). Shelf space elasticity: A meta-analysis. Journal of Retailing, 90(2), 168- 

181. 

Eisend, M. (2017). Meta-Analysis in advertising research. Journal of Advertising, 46(1), 21- 

35. 

Eisend, M., Hartmann, P., & Apaolaza, V. (2017). Who buys counterfeit luxury brands? A  

meta-analytic synthesis of consumers in developing and developed markets. Journal of 

International Marketing, 25(4), 89-111. 

Eisenbeiss, M., Cornelißen, M., Backhaus, K., & Hoyer, W. D. (2014). Nonlinear and 

 asymmetric returns on customer satisfaction: Do they vary across situations and 

 consumers?. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science,42(3), 242-263. 

Evans, D. S. (2009). The online advertising industry: Economics, evolution, and privacy.  

Journal of Economic Perspectives, 23(3), 37-60. 

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (1975). Belief, attitude, intention and behavior: An introduction to 

 theory and research. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 

Gao, Y. (2002). Linking information content, presentation attributes, and system design  

features with consumer attitudes in hypermedia commercial presentations. 

Dissertation, City University of New York (USA). 

 



PAPER I 

86 
 

Gao, Y., & Koufaris, M. (2006). Perceptual antecedents of user attitude in electronic  

commerce. The DATABASE for Advances in Information Systems, 37(2-3), 42-50. 

Geyskens, I., Krishnan, R., Steenkamp, J. B. E., & Cunha, P. V. (2009). A review and  

evaluation of meta-analysis practices in management research. Journal of 

Management, 35(2), 393-419. 

Goldfarb, A., & Tucker, C. (2011). Online display advertising: Targeting and obtrusiveness. 

 Marketing Science, 30(3), 389-404. 

Gvili, Y., & Levy, S. (2016). Antecedents of attitudes toward eWOM communication: 

 Differences across channels. Internet Research, 26(5), 1030-1051. 

Ha, L. (2008). Online advertising research in advertising journals: A review. Journal of  

Current Issues & Research in Advertising, 30(1), 31-48. 

Hausman, A. V., & Siekpe, J. S. (2009). The effect of web interface features on consumer  

online  purchase intentions. Journal of Business Research, 62(1), 5-13. 

Hassan, M. U., Fatima, S., Akram, A., Abbas, J., & Hasnain, A. (2013). Determinants of 

 consumer attitude towards social-networking sites advertisement: Testing the  

mediating role of advertising value. Middle-East Journal of Scientific Research, 16(3), 

319-330. 

Hedges, L. V., Tipton, E., & Johnson, M. C. (2010). Robust variance estimation in meta‐ 

regression with dependent effect size estimates. Research Synthesis Methods, 1(1), 39-

65. 

Hermeking, M. (2005). Culture and Internet consumption: Contributions from cross-cultural 

 marketing and advertising research. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 

 11(1), 192-216. 

Higgins, J. P., Thompson, S. G., Deeks, J. J., & Altman, D. G. (2003). Measuring  

inconsistency  in meta-analyses. British Medical Journal, 327(7414), 557-560. 



PAPER I 

87 
 

Hsin Chang, H., Rizal, H., & Amin, H. (2013). The determinants of consumer behavior  

towards email advertisement. Internet Research, 23(3), 316-337. 

Hsu, L. C., Wang, K. Y., Chih, W. H., & Lin, K. Y. (2015). Investigating the ripple effect in 

 virtual communities: An example of Facebook fan pages. Computers in Human  

Behavior, 51, 483-494. 

Hunter, J. E., & Schmidt, F. L. (2004). Methods of meta-analysis. Correcting error and bias  

in research findings. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Ieva, M., & Ziliani, C. (2017). Towards digital loyalty programs: Insights from customer  

medium preference segmentation. International Journal of Retail & Distribution 

Management,  45(2), 195-210. 

Jafarzadeh, H., Aurum, A., D'Ambra, J., & Ghapanchi, A. (2015). A systematic review on  

search  engine advertising. Pacific Asia Journal of the Association for Information 

Systems, 7(3), S. 1-32. 

Judge, T. A., Thoresen, C. J., Bono, J. E., & Patton, G. K. (2001). The job satisfaction–job 

 performance relationship: A qualitative and quantitative review. Psychological  

Bulletin, 127(3), 376-407. 

Kang, Y. S., & Kim, Y. J. (2006). Do visitors’ interest level and perceived quantity of web  

page content matter in shaping the attitude toward a web site?. Decision Support 

Systems, 42(2), 1187-1202. 

Khang, H., Ki, E. J., & Ye, L. (2012). Social media research in advertising, communication, 

 marketing, and public relations, 1997–2010. Journalism & Mass Communication 

 Quarterly, 89(2), 279-298. 

Kim, Y., & Peterson, R. A. (2017). A Meta-analysis of online trust relationships in e- 

commerce. Journal of Interactive Marketing, 38, 44-54. 

 



PAPER I 

88 
 

Kim, J. U., Kim, W. J., & Park, S. C. (2010). Consumer perceptions on web advertisements  

and motivation factors to purchase in the online shopping. Computers in Human 

Behavior, 26(5), 1208-1222. 

Kirca, A. H., Jayachandran, S., & Bearden, W. O. (2005). Market orientation: A meta-analytic 

 review and assessment of its antecedents and impact on performance. Journal of 

 Marketing, 69(2), 24-41. 

Knoll, J. (2016). Advertising in social media: A review of empirical evidence. International 

 Journal of Advertising, 35(2), 266-300. 

Ko, H., Cho, C. H., & Roberts, M. S. (2005). Internet uses and gratifications: A structural 

 equation model of interactive advertising. Journal of Advertising, 34(2), 57-70. 

Ko, H., Roberts, M. S., & Cho, C. H. (2006). Cross-cultural differences in motivations and 

 perceived interactivity: A comparative study of American and Korean Internet 

 users. Journal of Current Issues & Research in Advertising, 28(2), 93-104. 

Köhler, C., Mantrala, M. K., Albers, S., & Kanuri, V. K. (2017). A meta-analysis of  

marketing communication carryover effects. Journal of Marketing Research, 54(6), 

990-1008  

Lee, S. Y., & Cho, Y. S. (2010). Do web users care about banner ads anymore? The effects of  

frequency and clutter in web advertising. Journal of Promotion Management, 16(3), 

288-302. 

Lee, J. M., & Rha, J. Y. (2013). The effect of privacy concerns and consumer trust on  

consumer response to online behavioral advertising for travel products. International 

Journal of Tourism Sciences, 13(3), 1-29. 

Lee, J., Ahn, J. H., & Park, B. (2015). The effect of repetition in Internet banner ads and the 

 moderating role of animation. Computers in Human Behavior, 46, 202-209. 



PAPER I 

89 
 

Lin, J. C. C. (2007). Online stickiness: Its antecedents and effect on purchasing intention. 

 Behaviour & Information Technology, 26(6), 507-516. 

Lin, C. A., & Kim, T. (2016). Predicting user response to sponsored advertising on social  

media  via the technology acceptance model. Computers in Human Behavior, 64, 710-

718. 

Lipsey, M. W., & Wilson, D. T. (2001). Practical meta-analysis. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 

 Publications. 

Luo, X. (2002). Uses and gratifications theory and e-consumer behaviors: A structural  

equation modeling study. Journal of Interactive Advertising, 2(2), 34-41. 

Lutz, R. J. (1985). Affective and cognitive antecedents of attitude toward the ad: A conceptual 

 framework. In L. F. Alwitt & A. Mitchell (Eds.) Psychological Processes and  

Advertising Effects (pp. 45-64). Hillsdale, NY: Erlbaum. 

MacKenzie, S. B., & Lutz, R. J. (1989). An empirical examination of the structural  

antecedents of attitude toward the ad in an advertising pretesting context. Journal of 

Marketing, 53(2), 48-65. 

Madhavaram, S., & Appan, R. (2010). The potential implications of web‐based marketing 

 communications for consumers’ implicit and explicit brand attitudes: A call for  

research. Psychology & Marketing, 27(2), 186-202. 

Mansour, I. H. (2015). Beliefs and attitudes towards social network advertising: A cross- 

cultural study of Saudi and Sudanese female students. Journal of Arab & Muslim 

Media Research, 8(3), 255-269. 

Mazaheri, E., Richard, M. O., & Laroche, M. (2012). The role of emotions in online  

consumer behavior: A comparison of search, experience, and credence services. 

Journal of Services Marketing, 26(7), 535-550. 

 



PAPER I 

90 
 

Morris, J. D., Woo, C., & Cho, C. H. (2003). Internet measures of advertising effects: A  

global  issue. Journal of Current Issues & Research in Advertising, 25(1), 25-43. 

Neslin, S. A., Grewal, D., Leghorn, R., Shankar, V., Teerling, M. L., Thomas, J. S., &  

Verhoef, P. C. (2006). Challenges and opportunities in multichannel customer 

management. Journal of Service Research, 9(2), 95-112. 

Nielsen (2015). Global trust in advertising. Winning strategies for an evolving media  

landscape. Retrieved July 17, 2018 from https://www.nielsen.com/content/dam/ 

nielsenglobal/apac/docs/reports/2015/nielsen-global-trust-in-advertising-report-

september-2015.pdf 

Obal, M., & Kunz, W. (2013). Trust development in e-services: A cohort analysis of  

Millennials and Baby Boomers. Journal of Service Management, 24(1), 45-63. 

Palmatier, R. W., Dant, R. P., Grewal, D., & Evans, K. R. (2006). Factors influencing the 

 effectiveness of relationship marketing: A meta-analysis. Journal of Marketing, 70(4), 

 136-153. 

Papacharissi, Z., & Rubin, A. M. (2000). Predictors of Internet use. Journal of Broadcasting  

& Electronic Media, 44(2), 175-196. 

Papathanassis, A., & Knolle, F. (2011). Exploring the adoption and processing of online  

holiday reviews: A grounded theory approach. Tourism Management, 32(2), 215-224. 

Parasuraman, A., Zeithaml, V. A., & Malhotra, A. (2005). ES-QUAL: A multiple-item scale  

for assessing electronic service quality. Journal of Service Research, 7(3), 213-233. 

Peterson, R. A., & Kim, Y. (2013). On the relationship between coefficient alpha and  

composite reliability. Journal of Applied Psychology, 98(1), 194-198. 

Phelps, J. E., Lewis, R., Mobilio, L., Perry, D., & Raman, N. (2004). Viral marketing or 

 electronic word-of-mouth advertising: Examining consumer responses and  

motivations to pass along email. Journal of Advertising Research, 44(4), 333-348. 



PAPER I 

91 
 

Pick, D., & Eisend, M. (2014). Buyers’ perceived switching costs and switching: A meta- 

analytic assessment of their antecedents. Journal of the Academy of Marketing 

Science, 42(2), 186-204. 

Purnawirawan, N., Eisend, M., De Pelsmacker, P., & Dens, N. (2015). A meta-analytic 

 investigation of the role of valence in online reviews. Journal of Interactive  

Marketing, 31, 17-27. 

Rodgers, S., & Thorson, E. (2000). The interactive advertising model: How users perceive  

and process online ads. Journal of Interactive Advertising, 1(1), 41-60. 

Rosenthal, R. (1979). The file drawer problem and tolerance for null results. Psychological 

 Bulletin, 86(3), 638-641. 

Rubera, G., & Kirca, A. H. (2012). Firm innovativeness and its performance outcomes: A  

meta-analytic review and theoretical integration. Journal of Marketing, 76(3), 130-

147. 

Ruggiero, T. E. (2000). Uses and gratifications theory in the 21st century. Mass  

Communication & Society, 3(1), 3-37. 

Schlosser, A. E., Shavitt, S., & Kanfer, A. (1999). Survey of Internet users’ attitudes toward 

 Internet advertising. Journal of Interactive Marketing, 13(3), 34-54. 

Sethuraman, R., Tellis, G. J., & Briesch, R. A. (2011). How well does advertising work? 

 Generalizations from meta-analysis of brand advertising elasticities. Journal of  

Marketing Research, 48(3), 457-471. 

Shankar, V., Urban, G. L., & Sultan, F. (2002). Online trust: A stakeholder perspective,  

concepts, implications, and future directions. The Journal of Strategic Information 

Systems, 11(3-4), 325-344. 

 

 



PAPER I 

92 
 

Skiera, B., Eckert, J., & Hinz, O. (2010). An analysis of the importance of the long tail in  

search  engine marketing. Electronic Commerce Research and Applications, 9(6), 488-

494. 

Spilker-Attig, A., & Brettel, M. (2010). Effectiveness of online advertising channels: A price-

 level-dependent analysis. Journal of Marketing Management, 26(3-4), 343-360. 

Srinivasan, S., Vanhuele, M., & Pauwels, K. (2010). Mind-set metrics in market response 

 models: An integrative approach. Journal of Marketing Research, 47(4), 672-684. 

Stafford, T. F., Stafford, M. R., & Schkade, L. L. (2004). Determining uses and gratifications  

for the Internet. Decision Sciences, 35(2), 259-288. 

Statista (2018). Amount of time spent on the Internet in an average week in U.S. households 

 2018 to 2020. Retrieved January 18, 2019 from 

 https://www.statista.com/statistics/479154/amount-of-time-spent-on-the-internet-in- 

an-average-week-usa/ 

Sun, S., & Wang, Y. (2010). Familiarity, beliefs, attitudes, and consumer responses toward  

online  advertising in China and the United States. Journal of Global Marketing, 23(2), 

127-138. 

Sun, Y., Lim, K. H., Jiang, C., Peng, J. Z., & Chen, X. (2010). Do males and females think in  

the same way? An empirical investigation on the gender differences in web advertising 

evaluation. Computers in Human Behavior, 26(6), 1614-1624. 

Sun, Y., Lim, K. H., & Peng, J. Z. (2013). Solving the distinctiveness-blindness debate: A  

unified model for understanding banner processing. Journal of the Association for 

Information Systems, 14(2), 49. 

Szymanski, D. M., & Henard, D. H. (2001). Customer satisfaction: A meta-analysis of the 

 empirical evidence. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 29(1), 16-35. 

Szymanski, D. M., Kroff, M. W., & Troy, L. C. (2007). Innovativeness and new product  



PAPER I 

93 
 

success: Insights from the cumulative evidence. Journal of the Academy of Marketing 

Science, 35(1), 35-52. 

Taylor, D. G., Lewin, J. E., & Strutton, D. (2011). Friends, fans, and followers: Do ads work  

on social networks?: How gender and age shape receptivity. Journal of Advertising 

Research, 51(1), 258-275.  

Tsang, M. M., Ho, S. C., & Liang, T. P. (2004). Consumer attitudes toward mobile  

advertising: An empirical study. International Journal of Electronic Commerce, 8(3), 

65-78. 

Tutaj, K., & van Reijmersdal, E. A. (2012). Effects of online advertising format and  

persuasion knowledge on audience reactions. Journal of Marketing Communications, 

18(1), 5-18.  

ul Haq, Z. (2009). E-mail advertising: A study of consumer attitude toward e-mail advertising 

 among Indian users. Journal of Retail & Leisure Property, 8(3), 207-223. 

Veroniki, A. A., Jackson, D., Viechtbauer, W., Bender, R., Bowden, J., Knapp, G., Kuss, O., 

 Higgins, J., Langan, D. & Salanti, G. (2016). Methods to estimate the between‐study 

 variance and its uncertainty in meta‐analysis. Research Synthesis Methods, 7(1), 55- 

79. 

Viechtbauer, W. (2005). Bias and efficiency of meta-analytic variance estimators in the  

random-effects model. Journal of Educational and Behavioral Statistics, 30(3), 261-

293. 

Viechtbauer, W. (2010). Conducting meta-analyses in R with the metafor package. Journal of 

 Statistical Software, 36(3), 1-48. 

Voorveld, H. A., Neijens, P. C., & Smit, E. G. (2009). Consumers’ responses to brand  

websites: An interdisciplinary review. Internet Research, 19(5), 535-565. 



PAPER I 

94 
 

We Are Social (2018). Daily internet access of users in selected global online markets as of 

 January 2018. Retrieved December 21, 2018 from 

 https://www.statista.com/statistics/408506/internet-usage-frequency-daily-worldwide/ 

Wolin, L. D., Korgaonkar, P., & Lund, D. (2002). Beliefs, attitudes and behaviour towards  

web advertising. International Journal of Advertising, 21(1), 87-113. 

Yang, S., & Ghose, A. (2010). Analyzing the relationship between organic and sponsored  

search  advertising: Positive, negative, or zero interdependence?. Marketing Science, 

29(4), 602-623. 

You, Y., Vadakkepatt, G. G., & Joshi, A. M. (2015). A meta-analysis of electronic word-of-

 mouth elasticity. Journal of Marketing, 79(2), 19-39. 

Yun, H., Lee, G., & Kim, D. (2014). A meta-analytic review of empirical research on online 

 information privacy concerns: Antecedents, outcomes, and moderators. In  

Proceedings of the 35th International Conference on Information Systems, (pp. 1-13). 

New Zealand:  Association for Information Systems. 

Yuan, X. (2006). Internet as a push-and-pull advertising medium: Assessing internet users’ 

 beliefs about and attitudes toward pop-up advertisements and search-engine sponsored 

 links. Dissertation, Southern Illinois University (USA). 

Zha, X., Li, J., & Yan, Y. (2015). Advertising value and credibility transfer: Attitude towards 

 web advertising and online information acquisition. Behaviour & Information 

 Technology, 34(5), 520-532.  

 

 

 

 

 



PAPER I 

95 
 

Appendix 

List of identified studies used for the meta-analysis 

Agag, G. M., & El-Masry, A. A. (2017). Why do consumers trust online travel websites?  

Drivers and outcomes of consumer trust toward online travel websites. Journal of 

Travel  Research, 56(3), 347-369. 

Ahn, T., Hong, M., & Pedersen, P. M. (2014). Effects of perceived interactivity and web 

 organization on user attitudes. European Sport Management Quarterly, 14(2), 111- 

128. 

Alsamydai, M. J., & Khasawneh, M. H. (2013). Antecedents and consequences of E- 

Jordanian consumer behaviour regarding Facebook advertising. International Journal 

of Business Management Research, 3(4), 41-59. 

Al Khasawneh, M. (2009). An exploration of consumer response towards sponsored search 

 advertising (SSA) from a consumer behaviour perspective. Dissertation, Griffith 

 University (Australia). 

Aydın, G. (2016). Attitudes towards digital advertisements: Testing differences between  

social media ads and mobile ads. International Journal of Research in Business 

Studies and Management, 3(2), 1-11. 

Boateng, H., & Okoe, A. F. (2015). Determinants of consumers’ attitude towards social media 

 advertising. Journal of Creative Communications, 10(3), 248-258. 

Burns, K. S., & Lutz, R. J. (2006). The function of format: Consumer responses to six on-line 

 advertising formats. Journal of Advertising, 35(1), 53-63. 

Carlson, J., & O'Cass, A. (2010). Exploring the relationships between e-service quality, 

 satisfaction, attitudes and behaviours in content-driven e-service web sites. Journal of 

 Services Marketing, 24(2), 112-127. 

Cases, A. S., Fournier, C., Dubois, P. L., & Tanner Jr, J. F. (2010). Web Site spill over to  



PAPER I 

96 
 

email campaigns: The role of privacy, trust and shoppers’ attitudes. Journal of 

Business Research, 63(9-10), 993-999. 

Celebi, S. I. (2015). How do motives affect attitudes and behaviors toward internet  

advertising and Facebook advertising?. Computers in Human Behavior, 51, 312-324. 

Chaturvedi Thota, S., Hee Song, J., & Biswas, A. (2012). Is a website known by the banner  

ads it hosts? Assessing forward and reciprocal spillover effects of banner ads and host 

websites. International Journal of Advertising, 31(4), 877-905. 

Chen, J., & Dibb, S. (2010). Consumer trust in the online retail context: Exploring the 

 antecedents and consequences. Psychology & Marketing, 27(4), 323-346. 

Chen, Q., & Wells, W. D. (1999). Attitude toward the site. Journal of Advertising Research, 

 39(5), 27-38. 

Chen, Q., Clifford, S. J., & Wells, W. D. (2002). Attitude toward the site II: New information. 

 Journal of Advertising Research, 42(2), 33-45. 

Chiu, C. C., & Yang, H. E. (2016). The impact of website design features on behavioral 

 intentions. International Journal of Scientific & Technology Research, 9(5), 71-78. 

Choi, S. M., & Rifon, N. J. (2002). Antecedents and consequences of web advertising  

credibility: A study of consumer response to banner ads. Journal of Interactive 

Advertising, 3(1), 12- 24. 

Chu, S. C., Kamal, S., & Kim, Y. (2013). Understanding consumers’ responses toward social 

 media advertising and purchase intention toward luxury products. Journal of Global 

 Fashion Marketing, 4(3), 158-174. 

Chu, K. M., & Yuan, J. C. (2013). The effects of perceived interactivity on e-trust and e-

 consumer behaviors: The application of fuzzy linguistic scale. Journal of Electronic 

 Commerce Research, 14(1), 124-136. 

Dondolo, H. B. (2014). Modelling the factors that influence generation Y students’ attitudes  



PAPER I 

97 
 

towards advertising in the Facebook environment. Dissertation, North-West 

University (USA). 

Elliott, M. T., & Speck, P. S. (2005). Factors that affect attitude toward a retail web site.  

Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice, 13(1), 40-51. 

Erkan, I., & Evans, C. (2016). The influence of eWOM in social media on consumers’  

purchase intentions: An extended approach to information adoption. Computers in 

Human Behavior, 61, 47-55. 

Gao, Y. (2002). Linking information content, presentation attributes, and system design  

features with consumer attitudes in hypermedia commercial presentations.  

Dissertation, City University of New York (USA). 

Gironda, J. (2014). Tailored vs. invasive advertising: An empirical examination of  

antecedents and outcomes of consumers’ attitudes toward personalized advertising. 

Dissertation, Florida Atlantic University (USA). 

Gobinath, J., & Gupta, D. (2016). Online reviews: Determining the perceived quality of 

 information. In Proceedings of the 2016 Conference on Advances in Computing, 

 Communications and Informatics (ICACCI), (pp. 412-416). India: IEEE.  

Gvili, Y., & Levy, S. (2016). Antecedents of attitudes toward eWOM communication: 

 Differences across channels. Internet Research, 26(5), 1030-1051. 

Hassan, M. U., Fatima, S., Akram, A., Abbas, J., & Hasnain, A. (2013). Determinants of 

 consumer attitude towards social-networking sites advertisement: Testing the  

mediating role of advertising value. Middle-East Journal of Scientific Research, 16(3), 

319-330. 

Hausman, A. V., & Siekpe, J. S. (2009). The effect of web interface features on consumer  

online  purchase intentions. Journal of Business Research, 62(1), 5-13. 

Hsin Chang, H., Rizal, H., & Amin, H. (2013). The determinants of consumer behavior  



PAPER I 

98 
 

towards email advertisement. Internet Research, 23(3), 316-337. 

Jiménez-Barreto, J., & Campo-Martínez, S. (2018). Destination website quality, users’  

attitudes and the willingness to participate in online co-creation experiences. European 

Journal of Management and Business Economics, 27(1), 26-41. 

Kamal, S., & Chu, S. C. (2012). Beliefs, attitudes, and behaviours toward advertising on  

social  media in the Middle East: A study of young consumers in Dubai, United Arab 

Emirates. International Journal of Internet Marketing and Advertising, 7(3), 237-259. 

Kang, Y. S., & Kim, Y. J. (2006). Do visitors’ interest level and perceived quantity of web  

page content matter in shaping the attitude toward a web site?. Decision Support 

Systems, 42(2), 1187-1202. 

Kim, Y. (2012). Effects of source of customized recommendations, type of product, and  

amount of choice on consumers` attitudes. Dissertation, University of North Carolina 

at Chapel Hill (USA).  

Kim, H. S., Brubaker, P., & Seo, K. (2015). Examining psychological effects of source cues  

and social plugins on a product review website. Computers in Human Behavior, 49, 

74-85. 

Kim, N. Y., & Sundar, S. S. (2010). Relevance to the rescue: Can “smart ads” reduce negative 

 response to online ad clutter?. Journalism & Mass Communication Quarterly, 87(2),  

346-362. 

Lazard, A., & Mackert, M. (2014). User evaluations of design complexity: The impact of  

visual perceptions for effective online health communication. International Journal of 

Medical Informatics, 83(10), 726-735. 

Lee, Z. C.(2010). An investigation of antecedents and consequences of consumers’ attitudes 

 towards an apparel website. Dissertation, University of North Carolina (USA). 

Lee, J. M., & Rha, J. Y. (2013). The effect of privacy concerns and consumer trust on  



PAPER I 

99 
 

consumer response to online behavioral advertising for travel products. International 

Journal of Tourism Sciences, 13(3), 1-29. 

Lesma, V. R. B., & Okada, H. (2012). Influence of feedback from SNS members on  

consumer behavior in electronic commerce. In Proceedings of the 2012 International 

Conference on Advances in Social Networks Analysis and Mining (ASONAM), (pp. 

1189-1193). Turkey: IEEE Computer Society. 

Limbu, Y. B., Wolf, M., & Lunsford, D. (2012). Perceived ethics of online retailers and 

 consumer behavioral intentions: The mediating roles of trust and attitude. Journal of 

 Research in Interactive Marketing, 6(2), 133-154. 

Lin, F. H., & Hung, Y. F. (2009). The value of and attitude toward sponsored links for  

Internet. Journal of Electronic Commerce Research, 10(4). 235-251 

Lin, C. A., & Kim, T. (2016). Predicting user response to sponsored advertising on social  

media  via the technology acceptance model. Computers in Human Behavior, 64, 710-

718. 

Loureiro, S. M. C. (2015). The role of website quality on PAD, attitude and intentions to visit  

and recommend island destination. International Journal of Tourism Research, 17(6), 

545-554. 

Luna-Nevarez, C., & Torres, I. M. (2015). Consumer attitudes toward social network  

advertising. Journal of Current Issues & Research in Advertising, 36(1), 1-19. 

Mahmoud, A. B. (2015). E-mail advertising in Syria: Assessing beliefs, attitudes, and  

behaviors. Journal of Promotion Management, 21(6), 649-665. 

Mahmoud, A. E. B., Klimsa, P., & Auter, P. J. (2010). Uses and gratifications of commercial 

 websites in Egypt: Towards a new model. Journal of Arab & Muslim Media Research, 

 3(1-2), 99-120. 

Mahmoud, A. B., Grigoriou, N., & Hack-polay, D. (2017). E-mail advertising: A Middle  



PAPER I 

100 
 

Eastern perspective and the moderating role of gender. In British Academy of  

Management  Conference, (pp. 1-18). Warwick, UK: British Academy of 

Management. 

Mansour, I. H. (2015). Beliefs and attitudes towards social network advertising: A cross- 

cultural study of Saudi and Sudanese female students. Journal of Arab & Muslim 

Media Research, 8(3), 255-269. 

Manthiou, A., Tang, L. R., & Bosselman, R. (2014). Reason and reaction: The dual route of  

the decision-making process on Facebook fan pages. Electronic Markets, 24(4), 297-

308. 

Mazaheri, E., Richard, M. O., & Laroche, M. (2011). Online consumer behavior: Comparing 

 Canadian and Chinese website visitors. Journal of Business Research, 64(9), 958-965. 

Mazaheri, E., Richard, M. O., & Laroche, M. (2012). The role of emotions in online  

consumer behavior: A comparison of search, experience, and credence services. 

Journal of Services Marketing, 26(7), 535-550. 

McCoy, S., Everard, A., Galletta, D. F., & Moody, G. (2012). A rational choice theory  

approach towards a causal model of online advertising intrusiveness and irritation. 

In Proceedings of the 2012 European Conference on Information Systems (ECIS), (pp. 

124-135). Spain: ECIS. 

Mirmehdi, S. M., Sanayei, A., & Dolatabadi, H. R. (2017). Structural equation modelling of 

 customer attitudes towards social network advertising: A case of Iranian social 

 networking site. International Journal of Business Excellence, 12(4), 469-488. 

Morimoto, M., & Chang, S. (2006). Consumers’ attitudes toward unsolicited commercial e- 

mail and postal direct mail marketing methods: Intrusiveness, perceived loss of 

control, and irritation. Journal of Interactive Advertising, 7(1), 1-11. 



PAPER I 

101 
 

Moslehpour, M., Tumurbaatar, J., Amri, K., & Batmunkh, M. U. (2016). What do Mongolian 

 Facebook users want from advertisers?. International Journal of Business and 

 Management, 11(9), 51-62. 

Mukherjee, K., & Banerjee, N. (2017). Effect of social networking advertisements on shaping 

 consumers’ attitude. Global Business Review, 18(5), 1291-1306. 

Murillo, E., Merino, M., & Núñez, A. (2016). The advertising value of Twitter Ads: A study 

 among Mexican millennials. Revista Brasileira de Gestão de Negócios, 18(61), 436- 

456. 

Mutum, D. S., Ghazali, E. M., Mohd-Any, A. A., & Nguyen, B. (2018). Avoidance of  

sponsored posts on consumer-generated content: A study of personal blogs. The 

Bottom Line, 31(1),  76-94. 

Park, J. S. (2012). Effects of online consumer reviews on attitudes and behavioral intentions 

 toward products and retailers. Dissertation, University of Tennessee (USA). 

Pechpeyrou, P. (2009). How consumers value online personalization: A longitudinal 

 experiment. Direct Marketing: An International Journal, 3(1), 35-51. 

Peng, K. F., Fan, Y. W., & Hsu, T. A. (2004). Proposing the content perception theory for the 

 online content industry–a structural equation modeling. Industrial Management &  

Data Systems, 104(6), 469-489. 

Riquelme, H. E., & Saeid, M. H. (2014). What drives readers to follow recommendations  

from bloggers?. In Proceedings of the 26th International Business Research 

Conference (paper  no. 528). London, UK: World Business Institute Australia.  

Ruiz-Mafe, C., Martí-Parreño, J., & Sanz-Blas, S. (2014). Key drivers of consumer loyalty to 

 Facebook fan pages. Online Information Review, 38(3), 362-380. 



PAPER I 

102 
 

Shareef, M. A., Mukerji, B., Dwivedi, Y. K., Rana, N. P., & Islam, R. (2017). Social media 

 marketing: Comparative effect of advertisement sources. Journal of Retailing and 

 Consumer Services, forthcoming. 

Sun, Y., Lim, K. H., Jiang, C., Peng, J. Z., & Chen, X. (2010). Do males and females think in  

the same way? An empirical investigation on the gender differences in web advertising 

evaluation. Computers in Human Behavior, 26(6), 1614-1624. 

Talih Akkaya, D., A. Akyol & Gülhayat, G. S. (2017). The effect of consumer perceptions on 

 their attitude, behavior and purchase intention in social media advertising. Marmara 

 University Journal of Economic & Administrative Sciences, 39 (2), 361-387. 

Tang, L. R., Jang, S. S., & Morrison, A. (2012). Dual-route communication of destination 

 websites. Tourism Management, 33(1), 38-49. 

Taylor, D. G., Lewin, J. E., & Strutton, D. (2011). Friends, fans, and followers: Do ads work  

on social networks?: How gender and age shape receptivity. Journal of Advertising  

Research, 51(1), 258-275.  

Torres, J. A. S., Cañada, F. J. A., Solé-Moro, M. L., & Argila-Irurita, A. (2018) Impact of  

gender on the acceptance of electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) information in Spain. 

Contaduría y Administración (Journal of Accounting and Management), forthcoming. 

Toufaily, E., Souiden, N., & Ladhari, R. (2013). Consumer trust toward retail websites: 

 Comparison between pure click and click-and-brick retailers. Journal of Retailing and 

 Consumer Services, 20(6), 538-548. 

Ul Haq, Z. (2009). E-mail advertising: A study of consumer attitude toward e-mail advertising 

 among Indian users. Journal of Retail & Leisure Property, 8(3), 207-223. 

Ul Haq, H. (2011). Online banner advertising: A study of consumer responses to various  

factors. Arts and Design Studies, 1, 1-9. 



PAPER I 

103 
 

Wojdynski, B. W., & Kalyanaraman, S. (2016). The three dimensions of website navigability: 

 Explication and effects. Journal of the Association for Information Science and 

 Technology, 67(2), 454-464. 

Wojdynski, B. W. (2011). Parsing the effects of web interactivity and navigability of  

information processing. Dissertation, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 

(USA). 

Wolin, L. D., Korgaonkar, P., & Lund, D. (2002). Beliefs, attitudes and behaviour towards  

web advertising. International Journal of Advertising, 21(1), 87-113. 

Yang, K. C., Yang, C., Huang, C. H., Shih, P. H., & Yang, S. Y. (2014). Consumer attitudes 

 toward online video advertising: An empirical study on YouTube as platform. 

 In Proceedings of the 2014 Conference of Industrial Engineering and Engineering 

 Management (pp. 1131-1135). Malaysia: IEEE.  

Yuan, X. (2006). Internet as a push-and-pull advertising medium: Assessing internet users’ 

 beliefs about and attitudes toward pop-up advertisements and search-engine  

sponsored links. Dissertation, Southern Illinois University (USA). 



PAPER II 

104 
 

Paper II: Determinants and Consequences of Consumers’ Attitudes toward 

Mobile Advertising: A Meta-Analysis 

 

Author: Henk Lütjens 

 

Abstract 

The application of mobile devices for advertising and communication purposes constitutes a 

relatively new field for marketers. Not surprisingly, marketers lack knowledge about the 

effectiveness of mobile advertising activities and campaigns, especially which determinant 

influences effectiveness. This research investigates central determinants and consequences of 

consumers’ attitudes toward mobile advertising. This is done through the application of meta-

analytic procedures to help marketers as well as academic research improving with in-depth 

knowledge about the effectiveness of mobile advertising. Analyses of pairwise relationships 

derived from 91 studies illustrate that consumers’ attitudes toward mobile advertising reveal 

significant relationships with determinants (e.g., informativeness, credibility, or 

personalization) and consequences (e.g., purchase intention). Moderator analyses exhibit that 

different formats of mobile advertising moderate the effects between determinants and 

consequences with consumers’ attitude. Derived results are discussed, and implications for 

theory and practice and future research are given. 

Keywords 
Meta-analysis, mobile advertising, consumers’ attitude, determinants, consequences 
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1 Introduction 

 Simultaneously to the ongoing digitalization, the penetration rate of mobile and 

smartphones continues to rise constantly worldwide. In 2015, about 4.15 billion people owned 

a mobile or smartphone around the world, this number will increase to almost 5 billion people 

by 2020 (eMarketer 2016). Consumers’ media habits are shifting towards mobile devices. 

Nowadays, U.S. adults spend on average about 3 hours and 35 minutes per day on mobile 

devices, probably surpassing the TV in 2019 as the medium, which attracts the most minutes 

(eMarkter 2018). Mobile devices are highly individualized and function as important personal 

communications tools for consumers (Grewal et al. 2016). New mobile technologies, e.g., 

access to the Internet or location-based services, enhance the relevance of mobile devices for 

consumers and marketers (Liu et al. 2012). Mobile devices enable marketers to send 

personalized location- and time-specific messages as well as interactive messages to 

strengthen consumer relationships (Özçam et al. 2015; Shankar and Balusbramanian 2009). It 

is not surprising that marketers increased their marketing investments in mobile advertising 

during the last years. In 2017, marketers around the world spent about 104 billion U.S. dollars 

and will spend approximately 186 billion U.S. dollars in 2020 for mobile advertising (Zenith 

2018). 

 Despite these vast expenditures, 43% of 250 surveyed global marketers are not 

satisfied with their efforts of mobile advertising, according to CMO Council (2012). Only 

14% are satisfied with their current mobile advertising activities, while 37% are still trying to 

evaluate the performance of mobile advertising. In addition, marketers are facing challenges 

with mobile advertising, such as the creation of qualitative and creative content for mobile 

advertising (AOL 2016) or that consumers do not convert on mobile (AdRoll 2017).  

 It becomes inevitable for marketers to gain a better and comprehensible understanding 

of the effectiveness of mobile advertising and which determinants influence the effectiveness 
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in positive or negative ways respectively (Bart et al. 2014; Grewal et al. 2016). With this 

knowledge, marketers can create and tailor their mobile advertising activities and campaigns 

more effectively around consumers. 

 Academic research assessing the effectiveness of mobile advertising with field data or 

observable metrics, e.g., click-through rate or sales, is underrepresented (Billore and Sadh 

2015). For example, Bart et al. (2014) investigated, which products are best suited for mobile 

display advertising by focusing on consumers’ product attitudes and purchase intentions using 

field-data. Andrews et al. (2015) measured the effects of contextual targeting on consumer 

response to mobile ads by measuring purchase rates through field experiments, while Molitor 

et al. (2019) examined how geographic proximity affects the effectiveness of location-based 

advertising using randomized field data. 

 In contrast, a substantial body of literature examines the effectiveness of mobile 

advertising and its determinants through consumer surveys and indirect measures, namely the 

concept of consumers’ attitudes7 toward advertising. During the last years, research examined 

various consumer- and ad/message-specific determinants of attitudes toward mobile 

advertising and its formats such as short message services [SMS], in-app, mobile internet, or 

mobile location-based advertising. Further, they investigated the influence of attitude on other 

consumer responses such as brand attitude or acceptance of mobile advertising. However, due 

to different research approaches, e.g., chosen format of mobile advertising or type of sample, 

findings differ across studies. This circumstance leads to inconsistencies in strength of effects 

and level of significance. Additionally, examining these differences could help to explain 

variations across research studies and provide novel insights for marketers and research.  

 With this study, I aim to derive and structure empirical insights about the effectiveness 

of mobile advertising and its corresponding determinants or consequences. I integrate 

 
7 Attitude(s) is used as a short form of consumers’ attitude(s) in this article. 
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individual results across various studies through the conduction of a meta-analysis. Meta-

analyses allow the structured integration and combination of statistical results across different 

research studies (Eisend 2017). I use attitude as the central measure of mobile advertising 

effectiveness, which is a widely accepted measure of advertising effectiveness and allows 

comparisons across studies (Alsamydai and Khasawneh 2013; Tutaj and Reijmersdal 2012).  

 This meta-analysis aggregates more than 91 different studies within the context of 

mobile advertising. My findings provide valuable insights and knowledge about the 

effectiveness of mobile advertising for marketers and academics for the following research 

questions: (1) What are central a) determinants and b) consequences of attitudes toward 

mobile advertising? (2) How do the a) determinants and b) consequences differ in their 

effects, respectively? (3) Which moderators are most effective in influencing the relationship 

between a) determinants and b) consequences with attitudes toward mobile advertising, 

respectively? 

 I contribute in several ways to the existing literature. On the one hand, this 

examination enhances the growing mobile advertising literature by providing the first meta-

analysis within the context of mobile advertising by statistically integrating various research 

findings. Thereby, I go one step further than previous literature reviews and provide empirical 

findings of mobile advertising effectiveness. The findings provide interesting starting points 

for further research. On the other hand, the results help marketers to consider and address 

specific determinants to increase the effectiveness of their mobile advertising activities and 

campaigns.  

 I organize the remainder of this article as follows. The next section outlines attitudes 

toward mobile advertising. Then, I present in the underlying conceptual framework with 

central determinants and consequences of attitude as well as key moderators. Next, I delineate 

the process of data collection and applied analyses. After the presentation and discussion of 
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the results, I derive academic and practical implications. This article concludes with 

limitations and starting points for further research.  

2 Attitude toward Mobile Advertising 

The key variable of this study is attitude toward mobile advertising. In alignment with 

Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) and Mackenzie and Lutz (1989), the attitude toward mobile 

advertising is defined as an evaluation, tendency, or a learned predisposition to respond in a 

consistently favorable or unfavorable manner to general or specific types, forms, or ads of 

mobile advertising.  

Mobile advertising is a subset of mobile marketing (Billore and Sadh 2015). I define 

mobile advertising as any advertisement that is communicated or delivered to individuals via 

mobile devices (Billore and Sadh 2015; Mathew and Dambal 2010). This definition includes 

all types and forms of mobile advertising such as SMS or MMS ads, Bluetooth advertising, 

advertising in mobile apps (in-app advertising), mobile game ads, mobile video ads, or 

internet advertising received via mobile devices (mobile Internet advertising) (Leek and 

Christodoulides 2009; Mobile Marketing Association 2018; Tsang et al. 2004). I consider 

mobile location-based advertising as a form of mobile advertising. In general, location-based 

advertising sends consumer ads based on their current location via any type of mobile 

advertising like SMS (Tsang et al. 2004). My definition does not cover attitudes toward 

mobile services like mobile payment or mobile shopping (Siau and Shen 2003) or attitudes 

toward accepting or using mobile advertising since they refer to behavioral intentions.  

 As mentioned above, I consider attitudes toward specific formats8 of mobile 

advertising as well; however, I aggregate them to higher levels (see Table 1). Thus, the 

 
8 Format is used as a short form for types and forms in this article. 
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construct attitudes toward mobile advertising aggregates attitudes toward general and specific 

formats of mobile advertising within the framework.9 

Table 1. Aggregation of attitudes toward mobile advertising 

Aggregated construct Formats of mobile advertising Example disaggregated constructs 

Attitudes toward mobile 
advertising 

Mobile advertising in general Attitude toward mobile/smartphone 
advertising/ads/advertisement (via mobile 
devices)  

SMS advertising Attitude toward SMS(-based) 
advertising/ads 

In-app advertising Attitude toward in-app 
advertising/advertisements/ ads, branded 
apps, application ads 

Location-based advertising Attitude toward location-based 
advertising/ads 

Mobile Internet advertising Attitude toward mobile search ads, mobile 
social network service advertising, text 
banner ads, wireless banner ads 

Notes: SMS = short service message.  

3 Conceptual Framework 

The development of the conceptual framework adapts basic structures of the belief-

attitude-intention-behavior model by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975). They argue that various 

belief factors about an object X determine the attitude toward this object X, while attitude 

further determines intentions with this object X and intentions cause specific behaviors. 

However, the relation between intentions and actual behavior will be neglected in the 

framework, since profound studies and data about consumers’ actual behavior triggered by 

mobile advertising is scarce.  

Figure 1 presents the conceptual framework of central determinants and consequences 

of attitudes toward mobile advertising, their expected effects as well as notable moderators 

derived from the 91 studies, which were identified through the search process. To be included 

within the framework, I formulated one criterion. 

 
9 I did not find sufficient numbers of studies for other mobile advertising formats such as Bluetooth or MMS 
advertising. 
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I require constructs having at least ten or more than ten effect sizes with the central construct 

attitude within a mobile advertising context, similarly proposed by Palmatier et al. (2006). 

This criterion includes only the most frequently studied determinants as well as consequences 

and ensures more accurate results in the later meta-analytic analyses. The placement of each 

construct in the framework is driven by theory and the frequency of placement within the 

studies (Palmatier et al. 2006). 

In reviewing the literature, I identified many constructs with related definitions but 

most have been labeled differently while having constructs with similar names but with 

varying operationalizations. Similar has been encountered by Palmatier et al. (2006). I 

formulated broader construct definitions to aggregate related and similar constructs (see Table 

2). Despite higher heterogeneity in the aggregated effect sizes, the broader aggregation allows 

more encompassing generalizations of the results (Eisend 2017).  

3.1 Determinants of Attitudes toward Mobile Advertising 

 I grouped the determinants into two broader categories. The development of the 

categories based on common characteristics of determinants and on existing classifications 

(e.g., Chowdhury et al. 2016; Jung 2009; Özçam et al. 2015). 

The first category, titled ad/message-related determinants, comprises perceptions of 

ads or messages, which enable marketers to attract consumers and increase interactions with 

them (Jung 2009). Most constructs of this group originate from established theories and 

models like the uses-and-gratification theory (e.g., information or entertainment), the 

technology acceptance model (e.g., usefulness), or Ducoffe’s (1995) model of ad value (e.g., 

ad value or irritation). In the end, I allocate advertising value, control, credibility, 

entertainment, incentives, informativeness, irritation, personalization, and usefulness to this 

category.  
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The second category, titled consumer-related determinants, involves personal, 

psychological, behavioral, and social characteristics, influences, or abilities that have an effect 

on consumers’ mobile advertising attitudes (Jung 2009; Mirbagheri and Hejazinia 2010). 

Consumer-related determinants represent their involvement with mobile advertising and their 

self-assessment of capabilities of using mobile advertising. I group innovativeness, privacy 

concerns, and subjective norms into this category. 

Advertising value. Overall, advertising value can be labeled as consumers’ subjective 

perceived value of the relative worth of advertising and its activities (Ducoffe 1996; Liu et al. 

2012). It serves as an indicator of consumer satisfaction (Ducoffe 1995). Perceptions of 

advertising value are generated through other constructs such as credibility, entertainment, 

informativeness, or irritation (Brackett and Carr 2001; Ducoffe 1996). For example, 

informative and helpful mobile ads lead to higher perceptions of ad value, which in turn has 

positive effects on attitudes toward mobile advertising (Xu et al. 2009). The framework 

assumes this causal relation as well. 

Control. Control refers to consumers’ perceptions based on external constraints (e.g., 

technology, resources, external environment) to perform a particular behavior or task (Noor et 

al. 2013). Further, it reflects the degree of having control about timing, frequency, and content 

of advertising (Özçam et al. 2015). Previous studies conclude that giving consumers more 

control options about mobile ads lead to favorable attitudes toward mobile advertising (Sharif 

2017), which I expect to find as well. 

Credibility. Credibility can be described as consumers’ perception of advertising as 

credible and trustworthy, which is evaluated through ad content or claims (Liu et al. 2012; 

MacKenzie and Lutz 1989). Credibility is regarded as a central component within advertising, 

especially in insecure and risky situations, e.g., when information is insufficient (Yang et al. 

2013). When consumers believe mobile formats are credible or trustworthy sources, they have 
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more favorable attitudes toward them (Drossos et al. 2013; Shaheen et al. 2017). I anticipate 

the positive effect of credibility on attitude within the framework.  

Entertainment. Entertainment refers to the extent to which consumers perceive 

advertising as entertaining, enjoyable, fun to use, pleasing, or providing / creating escapism, 

relaxation, and positive emotionality (Ducoffe 1996; Tseng and Teng 2016). Entertaining 

messages or elements enable marketers to gain consumers’ attention and increase interactivity 

and involvement with consumers (Lee 2015; Sharif 2017). Consumers form favorable 

attitudes toward mobile advertising formats, when they perceive them as entertaining or 

exciting (Martí-Parreño et al. 2013), which I also adapt for this study. 

Incentives. In general, perceived incentives describe financial or non-financial rewards 

that benefit consumers, who agreed to receive mobile advertising (Tsang et al. 2004). 

Rewards are, e.g., mobile coupons, free data storage, or exclusive downloads (Gao and Zang 

2016). Incentive-based mobile advertising creates value for consumers and thus, tend to 

influence attitudes toward mobile advertising in positive ways (Chowdhury et al. 2016; Huq 

et al. 2015). I adapt the positive effect of incentives on attitudes within the framework. 

 Informativeness. In general, informativeness refers to consumers’ perceptions of 

advertising providing helpful and relevant information (Ducoffe 1996). Informative 

advertising increases consumers’ understanding of products and services (Lee 2015) and 

raises consumers’ satisfaction with advertising (Ducoffe 1996). If mobile advertising provides 

relevant or up-to-date information for consumers, they have more positive attitudes toward 

mobile advertising (Choi et al. 2008; Okazaki 2007). The framework includes this positive 

effect of informativeness on attitudes toward mobile advertising as well.  

 Irritation. Overall, irritation refers to consumers’ perceptions that advertising employs 

techniques or comprises contents that annoy, offend, irritate, or manipulate (Ducoffe 1996; 

Liu et al. 2012). Causes of irritation could be, e.g., forms of disturbance, interrupting current 
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actions, information overload, or distracting consumers (Lee 2015; Xu 2006). Mobile ads, 

which contain irritating or intrusive elements, lead mostly to negative responses such as less 

favorable attitudes toward mobile advertising (Tsang et al. 2004; Okzaki 2004). I expect this 

relationship between irritation and attitude similarly within the framework.  

  Personalization. Personalization refers to consumers’ perceptions of advertising being 

tailored or customized along with their preferences, demographics, needs, or cultural and 

geographical characteristics (Xu 2006). Personalized mobile advertising can strengthen the 

relationship with consumers, creating unique experiences and values for consumers (Feng et 

al. 2016, Lee et al. 2015), which in turn might lead to favorable attitudes toward these ads. 

Previous research (Lee et al. 2015; Shaheen et al. 2017) confirmed the positive effect of 

personalization on attitudes toward mobile advertising, which the framework includes as well. 

 Usefulness. The concept of usefulness of advertising describes the extent to which 

consumers perceive that using or receiving mobile advertising will benefit somehow their 

performances (Soroa-Koury and Yang 2010). Benefits are, e.g., functional or utilitarian 

benefits to consumers such as timely, personalized, or exclusive information or specific 

downloads (Moynihan et al. 2010). Consumers have more favorable attitudes toward mobile 

ads when they are perceived as containing useful benefits (Choi et al. 2008). Martí-Parreño et 

al. (2013) or Martínez-Ruiz et al. (2017) confirmed the significant positive effect of 

usefulness on mobile advertising, which I expect likewise.  

 As mentioned above, consumer-related determinants are consumers’ innovativeness, 

subjective norms, and privacy concerns. 

Innovativeness. Consumer innovativeness refers to the extent to which consumers 

perceive themselves as early adopters of and being more receptive to new technologies, 

services, or practices (Feng et al. 2016). High levels of consumers’ innovativeness increase 

their likelihood of adopting new technologies or practices. Consumers having constant 
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exposures to relatively new mobile advertising technologies and practices are more likely to 

have favorable attitudes toward mobile advertising (Sharif 2017). Therefore, I expect the 

positive influence of consumers’ innovativeness on attitudes toward mobile advertising as 

well. 

Privacy concerns. In general, privacy concerns refer to consumers’ anxiety related to 

personal information disclosure and dissemination through ads or companies (Lee 2016). New 

mobile technologies enable the tracking of personal and location-based information, which 

increase the invasion of consumers’ privacy (Grewal et al. 2016; Limpf and Voorveld 2015). 

For example, privacy concerns are likely to rise when consumers receive too personalized 

mobile ads. Thus, privacy concerns have negative influences on attitudes toward mobile 

advertising (Lee 2015). I postulate a similar negative effect of privacy concerns as well. 

 Subjective norms. Overall, subjective or social norms describe how other people 

determine or influence someone’s behavior (Martínez-Ruiz et al. 2017, Xu and Li 2014). In 

other words, subjective norms explain how consumers adjust their behavior or thinking to 

close people (e.g., friends, family, or colleagues) and what they will think or do (Izquierdo-

Yusta et al. 2015). Thus, consumers might form favorable attitudes toward mobile advertising 

because of others’ thinking or experiences. Sharif (2017) confirmed the positive effect of 

subjective norms on attitudes toward mobile advertising, which I propose within the 

framework as well. 

3.2 Consequences of Attitudes toward Mobile Advertising 

 Intention to accept. Intention to accept comprises consumers’ willingness to accept, 

adopt, receive, or use mobile advertising (Izquierdo-Yusta et al. 2015). If consumers have 

positive attitudes toward certain mobile ads, they are more likely to accept and interact with 

mobile ads in the future. Previous studies (e.g., Moynihan et al. 2010; Özçam et al. 2015) 
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showed positive effects of attitude on the acceptance of mobile advertising. I expect a similar 

relationship within the framework. 

Purchase intention. Consumers’ purchase intentions describe intended behaviors to 

(re-) buy or a possibility of (re-) buying products or services (Lee et al. 2017). They reflect 

certain degrees of future sales (Chang and Wildt 1994). Favorable advertising attitudes 

increase the probability of buying decisions. Xu et al. (2009) ascertained the positive effect of 

attitudes toward mobile advertising on purchase intentions, which the framework includes as 

well. 

3.3 Moderators 

 I derived the moderators from mobile advertisings contexts (i.e., format of mobile 

advertising), research designs (i.e., country-of-origin and sample type), and the journal (i.e., 

quality of study) (see Table 3). The identified studies differ primarily along these dimensions 

and thus, could account for potential heterogeneity. The derivation of moderators from 

applied methods or source-related aspects is common for meta-analyses (Eisend 2017). 

Format of mobile advertising. This moderator examines how different formats of 

mobile advertising influence the effects between the relevant constructs since Rodgers and 

Thorson (2000) state, that ad type or medium might cause different consumer responses. 

Except for Aydin and Karamehmet (2017), none of the identified studies compared different 

mobile advertising formats. Mobile devices are a relatively new medium for marketers to 

advertise. Nevertheless, due to the rapidly developing mobile technology, marketers can 

choose among newer (e.g., location-based or in-app advertising) and older formats of mobile 

advertising (e.g., SMS or Bluetooth advertising) (Gao and Zang 2016; Le and Nguyen 2014). 

The various formats differ in structural and technological characteristics. For example, SMS 

ads are independent of Internet technologies, while in-app or mobile Internet ads require 

Internet-related technologies. However, SMS ads lack containing pictures or animations, 
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while those can be easily integrated into in-app advertising concluding that entertainment 

might have greater relevance for in-app advertising. 

Table 3. Overview of coded moderators 

No. Moderator Description Subgroups / Level 

1 Format of mobile 
advertising 

The type or form of mobile advertising. Coding 
decisions based on general references or 
underlying formats and specific ads of mobile 
advertising. Types like SMS ads referring to 
mobile location-based advertising are coded as 
location-based advertising. Few studies referred 
to SMS and MMS advertising, which are coded 
as SMS advertising.  

SMS advertising (and MMS) 
In-app advertising (and 
branded apps) 
Location-based advertising 
Mobile Internet advertising 

2 Country-of-origin The country from which the data were collected. 
If the country is not indicated, the study was 
coded respectively to the residence of the main 
author (similar to Köhler et al. 2017). Countries 
were indicated as developed or developing 
countries based on the DAC List of ODA 
recipients. 

Developed countries 
Developing countries 

3 Sample type The type of sample used for the data collection. Non-students 
Students  

4 Quality of study The quality of the study is determined according 
to the Web of Science ranking (similar to 
Eisend et al. 2017). 

High - Ranking in Web of 
Science index 
Low – No Ranking in Web of 
Science index 

Notes:  SMS = short message service 

Beyond, location-based advertising needs constant access to consumers’ actual position, 

indicating having control about this form might be more relevant compared to SMS or in-app 

advertising. In sum, this moderator involves four different mobile advertising formats, 

namely, SMS, in-app, location-based, and mobile Internet. Noteworthy for the later analyses, 

each format functions as a moderator level, which I compare to the other formats. Thereby, I 

aggregate the other formats to one level for the comparison. For example, I compare SMS 

advertising to non-SMS advertising formats (here: in-app, location-based, and mobile Internet 

advertising), while I compare in-app advertising with non-in-app-advertising (here: location-

based, mobile Internet, and SMS advertising). 

 Country-of-origin. The identified studies were conducted in different countries across 

different continents. Relatively few studies explicitly assessed country-specific differences 



PAPER II 

119 
 

(e.g., Haghirian and Madlberger 2006). Mobile devices are recently developed technologies, 

which are not present in the same magnitude across countries due to different technological 

developments, consumer behavior, purchasing power, and mobile penetration rates. These 

differences might occur due to the status of a country being developed or developing. 

Therefore, mobile advertising markets are different in these countries. As a result, consumers 

might have different experiences and attitudes toward mobile advertising. Based on the status 

of countries and considerations of identified studies (e.g., Sigurdsson et al. 2018), country-

specific differences (developed vs. developing countries) might explain variations across 

effect sizes. 

Sample type. Sample homogeneity might influence the extent of effect sizes. 

Compared to non-student samples, student samples tend to be more homogeneous. Since 

mobile devices are relatively new and upcoming technologies, researcher prefer younger 

student samples, which are more open to newer technologies (Choi et al. 2008). However, 

responses from students might vary less compared to non-student or panel samples. Some 

studies addressed these issues by explicitly surveying more heterogeneous samples such as 

panel data or randomly taken groups within cities. Due to different sample types, I expect that 

type of sample (students vs. non-students) explains some variance in effect sizes. 

Quality of study. Several studies were published in journals that require lower quality 

standards for publication. The moderator quality of the study (high vs. low) might account for 

potential differences of effect sizes. 

4 Method 

4.1 Collection and Coding of Studies 

 In order to compile the database for the meta-analysis, I utilized various search 

strategies to identify published as well as unpublished studies as recommended by Eisend 

(2017). Due to translation barriers, I limited the search to studies published in English. The 
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search process did not have any time restrictions, thus, covering all publications up to 

September 2018. The exhaustive search process started by identifying general literature 

reviews within the context of mobile advertising and checking associated reference lists (e.g., 

Billore and Sadh 2015; Grewal et al. 2016). To identify further relevant studies, I conducted a 

series of keyword searches in various electronic databases such as ABI/Inform, Business 

Source Premier, Google Scholar, PsycINFO, PSYINDEX, Science Direct and Web of 

Science. In addition, I screened the Social Science Research Network and ProQuest 

Dissertation and Theses databases to gather conference papers and dissertations. During these 

searches, I used different combinations and alternative terms with the construct “attitude”, 

aiming toward mobile advertising in general as well as its formats (e.g., “attitude toward 

mobile advertising”, “attitude toward SMS advertising”, “attitude toward mobile ads” or 

“attitude toward mobile internet advertising”). Then, I performed an issue-by-issue search of 

journals that turned out to be major sources of relevant studies and which have been searched 

by other meta-analyses in the advertising field (i.e., Journal of Consumer Psychology, Journal 

of the Academy of Marketing Science, Psychology and Marketing, Journal of Consumer 

Research, Journal of Marketing, Journal of Marketing Research, Journal of Retailing, 

Marketing Science, Computers in Human Behavior, Journal of Advertising, Journal of 

Business Research, Journal of Interactive Advertising, Journal of Interactive Marketing, MIS 

Quarterly, International Journal of Advertising, Journal of Advertising Research, Journal of 

Electronic Commerce Research, Journal of Current Issues and Research in Advertising, 

Journal of Marketing Communications, Journal of Internet Commerce, Journal of Research 

in Interactive Marketing, Internet Research, Marketing Letters, Telematics and Informatics, 

Behavior and Information Technology, International Journal of Mobile Marketing and 

International Journal of Mobile Communications). Once I identified relevant papers, I 

checked their reference lists to obtain further research articles. To consider the file-drawer 
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problem, as stated by Rosenthal (1979), I contacted academics within the field of mobile 

advertising via e-mail asking for their unpublished work. However, I did not obtain additional 

studies this way. 

 A study initially entered the meta-analytic database, when they assessed empirically 

general or format-specific attitudes toward mobile advertising. Further, I included studies  

when attitude appeared somehow in a relational context with one or more determinant or 

consequence, similarly done by Judge et al. (2001) or Kim and Peterson (2017). If no direct 

relational effect was postulated between attitude and one of its determinants or consequences, 

I still included them, if I could obtain relational effects through correlation matrices.  

 The effect size measure of this meta-analysis is the correlation coefficient, which is a 

common measure for meta-analyses (De Matos and Rossi 2008). Furthermore, they are easier 

to interpret and free of scale restrictions (Brown and Stayman 1992). Similar to Kirca et al. 

(2005), I included only relevant studies, when they explicitly report correlation matrices or 

standardized coefficients from simple linear regression models. I considered Spearman’s 

correlation coefficients as well (e.g., van der Waldt et al. 2009). Spearman’s rho is Pearson’s r 

between ranks, which share the same sampling error variance (Hunter and Schmidt 2004).  

 However, I did not consider beta- or path-coefficients from multivariate models, e.g., 

multiple regressions analyses or structural equations models as metrics for effect sizes. They 

constitute partial correlation estimates, even after transforming them into effect sizes. 

Conclusively, they are not directly comparable with bivariate correlation coefficients and can 

decrease the accuracy of the research findings (Aloe 2014; Roth et al. 2018). When studies 

did not report correlation matrices, I requested missing matrices from the authors via e-mail. I 

removed those studies when I did not obtain the needed correlation matrices. 

Further, I excluded studies, which measured attitude toward mobile marketing (e.g., 

Gao et al. 2013). Mobile marketing can also comprise services or tools of promotion or 
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customer support (Shankar and Balasubramanian 2009; Varnali and Toker 2010); however, 

they are not the focus of this study. In alignment with other meta-analyses (e.g., Eisend 2006), 

I omitted studies with results based on the same data sets. For example, I did not include 

studies twice, which were initially published as conference papers or dissertations and then 

published within a journal. Instead, I chose the version of the study, which provided more 

information (e.g., Xu 2006). However, some studies with the same samples investigated 

variables, which they did not test in the other study. In these few cases, I included both 

studies, but considered different variables in each study (e.g., Boateng et al. 2016; Okoe and 

Boateng 2015).10 

 Some of the included studies discuss results for more than one effect size for a 

particular relationship. In cases, where effect sizes based clearly on individual studies or 

samples (e.g., samples from different countries or male and female samples), I integrated 

them as independent effect sizes, similar to Pick and Eisend (2014). Few studies report 

multiple effect sizes for the same relationship for the same sample, assuming some degree of 

dependence among the effect sizes. To account for this dependence, Bijmolt and Pieters 

(2001) recommend utilizing multilevel modeling. However, this approach implies a sufficient 

number of studies with high effect sizes per sample to assure robust and stable results in the 

integration and moderator analyses (Eisend 2017). Within my database, no study provides an 

excessive number of effect sizes for the same relationship based on the same sample 

(maximum per sample per relationship = 2). Further, the average number of effect sizes per 

sample is only 1.06 (for the irritation-attitude relationship). Based on these preliminary 

considerations, multilevel modeling is not an adequate approach for analysis. Other 

approaches dealing with dependent effect sizes, e.g., reducing effect sizes to just one effect 

 
10 For example, Boateng et al. (2016) and Okoe and Boateng (2015) share the same sample. Boateng et al. (2016) 
investigated the effects of irritation and innovativeness on attitude. However, I considered only the effect size 
between innovativeness and attitude from this study since I already derived the effect size between irritation and 
attitude from Okoe and Boateng (2015), which did not test innovativeness. 
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size by aggregating or averaging them, are not recommended due to the potential loss of 

information (Bijmolt and Pieters 2001).  

Additionally, aggregating effect sizes focusing on two different formats of mobile 

advertising, is not appropriate. In this context, Bijmolt and Pieters (2001) state that the 

approach of treating each effect size as independent yields almost in the same robust and 

stable results as multilevel modeling. Approaches that weight multiple effect sizes by the 

number of effect sizes or samples perform worse. Based on the data structure and similarly 

done by Szymanski et al. (2007), I treated all effect sizes as independent effect sizes within 

the database and further analyses (Hedges et al. 2009). 

 In sum, I derived 412 effect sizes from 98 independent samples, reported in 91 

published as well as unpublished studies conducted within the time frame from 2004 to 

2018.11 The data reflects more than two decades of academic research focusing on the 

effectiveness of mobile advertising by assessing determinants and consequences of attitudes 

toward mobile advertising. I and one independent coder, who was not familiar with the study 

objectives (Eisend 2014), coded independently the studies regarding relevant information 

needed for the integration and moderator analyses (e.g., total sample size, reliability 

coefficient, format of mobile advertising). To asses intercoder reliability, I deployed Cohen’s 

kappa, which exceeded 0,85 in each relevant category, indicating very good results. I resolved 

any occurred inconsistencies through discussion with the other coder, respectively.  

4.2 Integration and Analysis of Effect Sizes 

 The meta-analytic integration analysis for each pairwise relationship orientates among 

common guidelines and practices in previous meta-analyses (e.g., Lipsey and Wilson 2001). 

The integration process of the effect sizes adopts a random effects model, which assumes that 

the effect sizes vary across the research studies due to sampling error or differences in the 
 

11 A list of all studies used for the meta-analysis can be found in Appendix. 
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population of effect sizes. A random perspective is more realistic and allows even 

generalizations to a population of effect sizes, which might not be observed or could not be 

integrated within the meta-analysis (Borenstein et al. 2009). Further, I adopt the restricted 

maximum likelihood estimation, which tends to be unbiased and more efficient than other 

estimators (Veroniki et al. 2016; Viechtbauer 2005).  

 I corrected each effect size for measurement error by dividing the correlation 

coefficients by the product of the square root of the reliability coefficients of the dependent 

and independent variable (Hunter and Schmidt 2004). The primarily reliability coefficient 

used in this context is Cronbach’s Alpha since most of the research studies reported it. When 

they did not report Cronbach’s Alpha, I used the composite reliability as a substitute since 

minor differences between these two are insignificant when correcting for measurement error 

(Peterson and Kim 2013). In cases studies did not report both reliability estimates or used 

single-item measures, I formed the mean coefficient of Cronbach’s Alpha for that construct 

across all studies and used it as a substitute, similar to Purnawirawan et al. (2015).  

However, due to the combination of high correlation coefficients and low-reliability 

coefficients, effect sizes can become larger than 1, which is one potential disadvantage of the 

correction procedure for the measurement error (Rosenthal 1991). In these relatively few 

cases, I excluded effect sizes, which turned out to be larger than 1 after correcting for 

measurement error, for the following integration and moderator analyses.12  

 After correction, I transformed each reliability-corrected correlation coefficient into 

Fisher’s z-coefficients. They have the advantage of being approximately normally distributed. 

Their corresponding variance depends only on the sample size and not on the effect size itself 

(Geyskens et al. 2009). In the next step, I integrated the z-coefficients and weighted them by 

the inverse of their variance to account for varying samples sizes (sampling error). After 

 
12 Originally, I derived 422 effect sizes. Due to the elimination of effect sizes larger than 1, I reduced the final 
number of effect sizes to 412, which served as the basis for the analyses. 
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computing the integrated mean values and the corresponding 95% confidence intervals for 

each pairwise relationship of Fisher’s z-coefficients, I transformed the results back into 

correlation coefficients for reporting standards (Lipsey and Wilson 2001). If the 95% 

confidence interval of the effect size includes 0, the effect size is not significant (Eisend 

2017). I provide the integrated mean effect sizes in three stages, based on (1) the observed 

correlations, (2) correlations weighted by the inverse of their variance (sampling error) 

(uncorrected effect sizes), and (3) correlations corrected for measurement and sampling error 

(corrected effect sizes).  

 Furthermore, I reckoned the fail-safe N to test for the possibility of publication bias. 

This measure estimates the number of non-significant studies that would be needed to turn the 

integrated mean effect sizes into a non-significant value (Rosenthal 1979).  

 Lastly, I conducted two homogeneity tests to assess whether the variation among the 

effect sizes is only due to sampling error. If the variance among the effect sizes is too large to 

be explained only by sampling error, then heterogeneity exists, and tests of moderators are 

appropriate (Eisend 2017). First, I started with the homogeneity statistic Q, which follows a 

chi-square distribution with k (number of studies) minus 1 degree of freedom. A significant Q 

statistic assumes that moderator variables can explain variability among the effect sizes. 

Beyond, I conducted the I² test, which quantifies the percentage of total variation across effect 

studies due to heterogeneity. I² is computed with the formula 100%  (Q – df)/Q, where Q is 

the value of the Q statistic and df represents the degrees of freedom. Hence, I² lies between 

0% and 100%. Higher percentages allude greater heterogeneity among studies (Higgins et al. 

2003). I only performed moderator analyses for those pairwise relationships when the Q 

statistics are significant, I² is high, and when the results of the integration process indicate 

significant relations. 



PAPER II 

126 
 

4.3 Moderator Analysis 

 In order to test the potential influences of moderator variables, the obtained effect 

sizes (z-coefficients corrected for measurement and sampling error) function as dependent 

variables, while the dummy-coded moderators are the explanatory variables. Due to relatively 

small numbers of effect sizes for most pairwise relationships, I applied subgroup analyses, 

where univariate test procedures test the influence of the moderator. Subgroup analyses allow 

the testing of one moderator at a time. If the influence of a moderator is significant, then the 

variation within the subgroup is smaller compared to the variation of the overall sample of 

effect sizes (Eisend 2017). I formed subgroups based on the proposed moderator levels. I 

conducted single meta-analyses for each subgroup. Then, I tested whether the estimates of 

two compared subgroups differ significantly with a Wald-type test. Thereby, I allowed the 

heterogeneity to be different in each subgroup following a random-effect model. Due to the 

relatively few observations and high between-study variance for each pairwise relationship, I 

adopted the restricted maximum likelihood estimation for single meta-analyses for each 

subgroup as well. 

 For almost every pairwise relationship, I attained at least two observations per 

moderator level. However, e.g., I only have one observation for the relation of credibility and 

attitude for location-based advertising compared to non-location-based advertising, which has 

30 observations. Although the result of the subgroup analyses is significant, the single 

observation could limit the power of the subgroup analysis and threaten validity. However, I 

follow Palmatier et al. (2006) and still performed subgroup analyses in cases of just one 

observation for reasons of completeness and comparability. 

I used the metafor package in R for the integration and moderator analyses of each 

pairwise relationship (Viechtbauer 2010). 
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5 Results 

5.1 Meta-Analytic Correlations 

 Regarding the first and second research objective, Table 4 presents the mean effect 

sizes for each pairwise relationship of the meta-analytic integration process. Cohen (1988) 

classifies effect sizes with r = .1 as small, r = .3 as medium, and r = .5 as large. 

Of all ad/message-related determinants, advertising value (r = .84) has the largest 

positive influence on attitudes toward mobile advertising, followed by entertainment (r = .76), 

informativeness (r = .75), and usefulness (r = .73). Credibility has still a large positive 

influence (r = .69), but lower compared to the other determinants. Personalization (r = .58) 

has a large positive effect on attitudes, followed by incentives (r = .56) with a large positive 

effect as well. In contrast, control (r = .31) has a medium positive effect on attitudes toward 

mobile advertising. Irritation has a medium negative effect on attitudes (r = -.48).  

 Among the consumer-related determinants, subjective norms (r = .81) have the largest 

effect on attitudes toward mobile advertising. Innovativeness (r = .53) has a large effect as 

well. Consumers’ privacy concerns (r = -.17) have a small negative effect on attitudes toward 

mobile advertising.  

Attitudes toward mobile advertising have a large positive effect on intentions to accept 

mobile advertising (r = .79), as well as a large positive effect on purchase intentions (r = .66).  

In sum, almost all determinants have a significant influence on attitudes toward mobile 

advertising since none of the corresponding confidence intervals include 0. However, 

consumers’ privacy concerns have no significant effect on attitude as the confidence interval 

includes 0. Additionally, the high file drawer N is acceptable for each mean effect size. For 

example, 35,437 additional studies with non-significant effect sizes would be needed to turn 

the mean effect size of the relationship between personalization and attitude into non-

significance. Further, the results reveal a high degree of heterogeneity for each relationship.  
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The Q statistic is significant for all determinants and consequences. The lowest I² is equal to 

97%, indicating high heterogeneity among the effect sizes. 

5.2 Subgroup Analyses 

 Table 5 presents the results of the subgroup analyses of the moderator format of 

mobile advertising.13 Noteworthy for this moderator, I excluded studies which did not 

explicitly focus on one of the four formats of mobile advertising, e.g., when they assessed 

attitudes toward mobile advertising in general. 

  Concerning ad/message-related determinants, the effect of control is significantly 

weaker for SMS advertising (r = -.03) compared to the other formats (r = .6, p < .1). In 

addition, the effect of control on attitudes toward mobile advertising is significantly higher for 

location-based advertising (r = .84) compared to other formats of mobile advertising (r = .15, 

p < .05). The effect of credibility on attitudes toward mobile advertising is significantly higher 

for location-based advertising (r = .96) compared to other formats of mobile advertising (r = 

.69, p < .01). The effect of entertainment on attitude is significantly greater for location-based 

advertising (r = .88) compared to non-location-based advertising (r = .77, p < .01). Further, 

entertainment has a significantly greater effect on attitude for non-mobile internet advertising 

(r = .8) than mobile internet advertising (r = .69, p < .01). Irritation is less relevant for SMS 

advertising compared to the other formats of mobile advertising. The effect of irritation is 

significantly less negative for SMS advertising (r = -.51) than for other formats (r = -.69, p < 

.05). Beyond, irritation has higher relevance for in-app advertising than for other formats. The 

effect of irritation on attitude is significantly more negative for in-app advertising (r = -.86) 

than for non-in-app advertising (r = -.54, p < .01). Beyond, personalization is more relevant 

for in-app advertising. The effect of personalization on attitudes is significantly greater for in-

app advertising (r = .86) than the other formats (r = .61, p < .05). 

 
13 I did not perform subgroup analyses for privacy concerns since the relation is not significant with attitude.  
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Referring to consumer-related determinants, consumers’ innovativeness is more 

relevant for location-based advertising. The effect of innovativeness is significantly greater 

for location-based advertising (r = .6) than for non-location-based advertising (r = .21, p < 

.01). Further, the results reveal that the influence of innovativeness on attitudes is 

significantly weaker for mobile internet advertising (r = .05) than for the other formats (r = 

.46, p < .01). Lastly, the effect of subjective norms on attitudes toward mobile advertising is 

significantly larger for location-based advertising (r = .91) compared to non-location-based 

advertising (r = .69, p < .05).  

 Regarding the consequences, the effect of attitude on intention to accept mobile 

advertising is for SMS advertising less important. The effect on intention to accept is 

significantly lower for SMS advertising (r = .54) compared to non-SMS advertising (r = .85, p 

< .05). In contrast, effect of attitude on intention is significantly higher for location-based 

advertising (r = .89) than for non-location-based advertising (r = .6, p < .05). Lastly, the mean 

effect size between attitude and intention to accept is significantly weaker for non-mobile 

Internet advertising (r = .64) compared to mobile Internet advertising (r = .93, p < .01). 

Beyond, the effect of attitudes toward mobile advertising on purchase intentions is 

significantly lower for in-app advertising (r = .39) than for non-in-app advertising (r = .62, p < 

.01). Similar, the effect of attitudes on purchase intentions is significantly greater for mobile 

internet advertising (r = .67) than for the other formats (r = .55, p < .05).  

 Table 6 presents the findings of the subgroup analyses for country-of-origin, type of 

sample, and quality of study. In contrast to the moderator format of mobile advertising, I 

included studies assessing attitudes toward mobile advertising in general. Irritation has a 

significant more negative effect on attitudes toward mobile advertising in developed countries 

(r = -.55) than in developing countries (r = -.42, p < .1). The relation between incentives and  
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attitude is significantly weaker for student samples (r = .36) compared to non-student samples 

(r = .69, p < .1). In addition, the effect of irritation on attitude is significantly more negative (r 

= -.56) for student than for non-student samples (r = -.41, p < .1). Lastly, the effect of 

attitudes toward mobile advertising on intention to accept is significantly weaker for student 

(r = .57) than for non-student samples (r = .89, p < .01). The influence of incentives on 

attitudes is significantly lower within high-quality studies (r = .35) compared to studies of low 

quality (r = .63, p < .05).  

6 Discussion  

 The meta-analysis provides a first statistical integration of central determinants and 

consequences with attitude towards mobile advertising. My results partly quantify previous 

literature reviews (e.g., De Silva and Yan 2017) and generate new insights and generalizations 

about the effectiveness of mobile advertising through the application of moderators. In total, 

the results based on 412 effect sizes from 98 independent samples within 91 studies.  

 Regarding my first and second research question, advertising value has the largest 

effect among all other determinants. This observation might be because consumers usually 

receive mobile ads in their immediate vicinity. Consumers might expect extraordinary value 

from mobile ads, which consider unique features of mobile devices such as localization or 

accessing information anytime (Varnali and Toker 2010). As direct causes of advertising 

value (Ducoffe 1996), entertainment and informativeness have high effects on attitudes. Both 

determinants are rooted in the uses-and-gratification theory, meaning consumers generally 

seek media for entertaining and informative needs. This theory applies for mobile devices and 

advertising as well (Liu et al. 2012). Usefulness is closely related to the concept of advertising 

value (Ducoffe 1995), having a large effect on attitude. Based on mobile devices’ ubiquity, 

consumers might expect useful mobile ads based on consumers’ situational contexts, such as 

providing exclusive and timely information or discounts of nearby stores (Martí-Parreño et al. 
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2013). Credibility has a smaller positive effect on attitude compared to other message-related 

determinants; nevertheless, consumers might still expect mobile advertising and claims to be 

credible and trustworthy. Further, personalization has a large effect. Distinct from other 

advertising formats, mobile devices are highly individualized (Lee 2017), thus allowing more 

tailored advertising based on consumers’ preferences, demographics, or localization. 

Conclusively, consumers might perceive personalized mobile advertising as more relevant 

and attractive than other formats (Feng et al. 2016; Xu 2006). Incentives have a smaller effect 

on attitudes than personalization. As stated by Bhave et al. (2013), consumers perceive 

incentives offered via mobile advertising as useful and appropriate compensations for being 

disturbed while using their mobile devices or giving permission to receive mobile ads (Billore 

and Sadh 2015). Control about mobile ads has the smallest positive effect of all determinants. 

This finding is surprising since Tucker (2014) showed in a social media context that giving 

consumers more control enhances the effectiveness of ads significantly. Consumers might 

take it for granted that they will not receive most mobile ads without permission since 

marketers need consumers’ consent for sending most mobile ads like SMS-based ads. 

Nevertheless, control still has a positive effect, concluding that consumers seek to control 

mobile ads and opt-in conditions to certain degrees, after giving consent (Bamba and Barnes 

2007). Irritation has a medium negative effect on attitudes toward mobile advertising. 

Edwards et al. (2002) found that when ads provide value, consumers perceive them as less 

irritating. When mobile advertising generates value through location-based, timely, and 

exclusive information, irritation might have less relevance for consumers. If consumers 

previously gave their consent to receive mobile ads, they might find ads interrupting current 

activities on mobile devices less irritating since they are more aware of them (Tsang et al. 

2004). 
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 Subjective norms have the largest effect of the consumer-related determinants. 

Consumers might adjust their norms and thinking about mobile devices and advertising to 

enhance their social status and social interactions with their peer groups (Jung 2009). 

Innovativeness has a weaker effect. Mobile advertising formats are relatively new, developing 

technologies compared to traditional or online advertising (Grewal et al. 2016). Due to the 

novelty of mobile advertising formats, consumers might be more receptive and open to trying 

out innovative mobile advertising technologies, such as location-based ads.  

Surprisingly, consumers’ privacy concerns have no significant effect on attitudes. This 

result might be explained with the regulations and laws in most countries, which state that 

marketers usually need consumers’ permission before sending mobile ads (Dix et al. 2017). 

Consumers might thus not expect to receive unsolicited ads, which invade their privacy. 

Further, the effect is close to being significant (see Table 4). I identified negative as well as 

positive estimates for the effect of privacy concerns on attitude. However, due to limited 

precise information within the studies, I aggregated estimates of both directions, which might 

explain the closely non-significant effect.  

 With reference to the two consequences, when consumers form positive attitudes 

toward mobile advertising or its formats, they are more likely to accept them in the future. 

Although the effect of attitude on purchase intention is lower compared to the intention to 

accept, attitude still plays a significant role for consumers when planning to purchase 

advertised products or brand. Attitudes toward mobile advertising have strong effects on 

consumers’ intention to accept mobile advertising and purchase intentions. The results 

confirm previous studies, which highlight the relevance of attitudes as an important mediator 

on further consumer responses (MacKenzie and Lutz 1989).  

Referring to the third research question, I tested the format of mobile advertising, 

country-of-origin, type of sample, and quality of study to explain possible variations among 
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the effect sizes. First, I found significant differences in the format of mobile advertising. 

Giving consumers more control of mobile advertising is more relevant for location-based 

advertising than for the other. Usually, location-based advertising requires consumers’ 

consent, assuming that consumers might expect in return to have more control about location-

based ads since mobile devices are constantly at hand of consumers. Consumers do not wish 

to receive constantly interrupting location-based ads when on the move (Bhave et al. 2013; 

Schade et al. 2018). The slightly negative effect of control on attitudes for SMS advertising 

indicates that control has no relevance in the context of SMS advertising. According to 

Merisavo et al. (2007), consumers might take it for granted that they do not receive SMS ads 

from marketers without prior permission. Additionally, sending and receiving SMS starts to 

decline in many countries (eMarketer 2015). This decline might also explain the slightly 

negative effect of control for SMS advertising since general usage is decreasing and no 

control is needed for those ads anymore.  

The effect of credibility on attitude is significantly stronger for location-based 

advertising compared to the other formats. Research indicates that ad-congruency (when 

contents of ads are congruent within the context they are placed in) enhances to certain 

degrees effects on ad credibility (Kim and Choi 2012). Similar might account for locational 

congruity of location-based ads, which leads to positive evaluations (Lee et al. 2015), and 

thus, might lead to higher perceptions of credibility as well. In order to achieve locational 

congruity, location-based information or product offers need to match consumers’ current 

location. 

The effect of entertainment on attitude is significantly higher for location-based 

advertising. Previous studies note that entertainment is one main driver of using new 

technologies (e.g., Bruner and Kumar 2005; Ha and Stoel 2009). As location-based 

advertising constitutes a novel form of advertising, consumers might perceive location-based 
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ads as more entertaining and exciting compared to other formats of mobile advertising (Ho 

2012).  

The novelty of location-based advertising could also explain the lower relevance of 

entertainment for mobile Internet advertising. Mobile devices enable consumers to access the 

Internet anytime anywhere; however, receiving Internet ads on mobile devices might not 

constitute novel approaches as consumers are might already familiar with most Internet ads. 

Irritation is less relevant for SMS advertising compared to other formats of mobile 

advertising. The results are consistent with the results of Aydin and Karamehmet (2017). 

SMS advertising is one of the earliest formats of mobile advertising containing simply short 

text elements without any irritating animations or pictures. Although SMS ads might interrupt 

current activities on mobile devices, consumers can ignore those ads easier by opening and 

reading them at later points (Billore and Sadh 2015). This possibility might not directly 

account for in-app advertising. The results reveal that the effect of irritation on attitude is 

significantly higher for in-app advertising compared to the other formats. In general, in-app 

ads share common characteristics with online banner on websites and contain distracting 

multimedia elements such as animations or pop-up banner (Ghose and Han 2014). As stated 

by Xu et al. (2009), mobile formats containing multimedia are perceived as more irritating 

than formats without multimedia elements. In-app ads usually interrupt current activities 

within apps and trying to close those ads can accidentally lead to opening them due to smaller 

screens of mobile devices. This circumstance might enhance the intrusive and irritating 

character of in-app advertising (Bhave et al. 2013).  

The results reveal that personalization has higher relevance for in-app advertising 

compared non-in-app advertising. Like online banner, in-app ads are mainly used to create 

awareness (Jian and Yazdanifard 2015), assuming that the contents of in-app advertising are 

mostly superficial. Bleier and Eisenbeiss (2015) constituted that personalized ads at early 
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information stages of the purchase decision process increase the effectiveness of ads. In 

alignment with the previous findings, Bhave et al. (2013) stated that consumers even expect 

in-app advertising being more customized and personalized. 

Research describes location-based advertising as an innovative way of mobile 

advertising (Limpf and Voorveld 2015). The novel mobile technology might address 

consumers’ personality trait of trying new practices and virtually services, explaining the high 

relevance of innovativeness for location-based advertising. This explanation might not hold 

for mobile Internet advertising since consumers are confronted with Internet advertising 

almost daily. They are might getting used to their design and functions and do not address 

consumers’ innovativeness anymore. 

The influence of subjective norms on attitudes is larger for location-based advertising 

than for the others. Nowadays, marketers use location-based data for targeting purposes, 

location-based offers or customer experience and personalization (Factual 2018), creating 

value for consumers. When seeing close others benefiting from location-based advertising, 

consumers might adopt their thinking and actions about location-based advertising.   

 The effect of attitude on the intention to accept mobile ads is significantly less relevant 

for SMS advertising than for other formats. As already mentioned, consumers’ general usage 

of SMS is continuously declining, since newer formats of communications are rising, such as 

messenger apps (eMarketer 2015). Consequently, consumers are less willing to accept or use 

SMS advertising, although they might have positive attitudes toward them. In this context, the 

effect of attitude on the intention to accept is larger for mobile Internet ads. Most consumers 

are familiar with the functionality and purposes of general Internet advertising, which might 

increase their intention to accept them on mobile devices.  Additionally, the effect of attitude 

on the intention to accept mobile advertising is higher for location-based advertising 

compared to non-location-based advertising. As stated by Banerjee and Dholakia (2008) 
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consumers are more willing to accept or respond to location-based advertising, when ads are 

perceived as useful and received in public locations, so that potential discounts of location-

based ads can be immediately utilized. 

The effect of attitude on purchase intention is significantly weaker for in-app 

advertising compared to other formats. As mentioned earlier, in-app advertising mostly 

constitutes first contact points to create awareness for certain products or services (Jian and 

Yazdanifard 2015), which might not lead consumers directly to purchase products or services. 

Additionally, the intrusive character (e.g., animation or pop-ups) of in-app advertising might 

reduce consumers’ purchase intentions, since consumers are highly involved when using apps 

and ads interrupting their activities lead to negative responses toward them (Bhave et al. 

2013). In contrast, the effect of attitude on purchase intentions is higher for mobile Internet 

advertising. Online shopping is one main mobile Internet activity of consumers (Kaspersky 

Lab 2018). Additional mobile Internet ads might support these activities and in turn, increase 

their purchase intentions.  

Methodological differences revealed that the effect of irritation is more negative in 

developed countries compared to developing countries. Mobile penetration rates of most 

developing countries are lower compared to developed countries (Pew Research Center 2018) 

assuming mobile advertising markets in developing countries might not be highly developed 

as well. Thus, consumers of developing countries might not be confronted with irritating or 

intrusive mobile ads in the same ways compared to consumers of developed countries with 

highly developed mobile advertising markets.  

The effect of incentives on attitudes toward mobile advertising is significantly higher 

for non-student samples compared to student samples. Kumar and Lim (2008) state that older 

generations (such as baby boomers) use mobile devices more for functional and utilitarian 

purposes, while younger generations (such as generation Y) are more attached to mobile 
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devices due to emotional benefits and social communication. In regard, Kumar and Lim 

(2008) show that economic value of mobile services has higher relevance for baby boomers 

than for generation Y, which might also explain that incentives within mobile advertising 

have a higher relevance for non-student than for student samples. The effect of attitude on the 

intention to accept mobile advertising is significantly higher for non-student samples 

compared to student samples. Although younger samples might have favorable attitudes 

toward mobile advertising, their attitudes do not fully contribute to their intentions to accept 

mobile advertising. Younger samples use their mobile devices more for entertainment and 

communication. They might be less willing to generally accept mobile advertising on their 

mobile devices since they would interrupt current activities (Grant and O’Donohoe 2007). 

This aspect might explain why the effect of irritation on attitude is significantly stronger for 

student than for non-student samples. Especially when mobile ads interrupt current mobile 

games, they are perceived as irritating by younger consumers (Bhave et al. 2013).  

The significant difference for the effect of incentives on attitude between low and 

high-quality studies might be explained by different applied measures of incentives, sample 

size, or statistical analyses. 

7 Implications, Limitations, and Future Research 

Theoretical Implications 

 While other meta-analyses concentrated on mobile commerce (e.g., Zhang et al. 2012) 

or mobile services (e.g., Baptista and Oliveira 2016), this meta-analysis focuses explicitly on 

mobile advertising. My study adds existing and new knowledge to the growing research field 

of mobile advertising by combining as well as opposing results from existing studies.  

With reference to the first and second research objective, I reveal groups of central 

determinants, which influence attitudes toward mobile advertising. The analyses show 

significant mean effect sizes between almost all central determinants and consequences with 
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attitude but varying slightly in strength. On average, ad/message-related determinants have 

stronger, while consumer-related determinants have weaker effects on attitude. Furthermore, 

the significant effects of ad/message-related determinants confirm that aspects of the uses-

and-gratifications theory, e.g., entertainment and informativeness, have a high relevance 

within a mobile context as well. Similar accounts for the proposed model of Ducoffe (1995) 

(e.g., ad value and irritation) or the technology acceptance model (e.g., usefulness), which 

both hold for mobile advertising as well.  

The findings of the third research objective reveal significant differences between the 

formats of mobile advertising. Such comparisons have been barely addressed within the 

academic literature. Thereby, most differences among the determinants are found for location-

based advertising compared to other formats. My findings enhance academic knowledge 

about location-based advertising within a mobile context.  

Practical Implications 

 Overall, ad/message-related determinants illustrate larger effects with attitude 

compared to consumer-related determinants. In general, marketers could enhance the 

effectiveness of mobile advertising by increasing the value and utility of mobile ads. For 

example, they could send product information exclusively via mobile devices (e.g., prices or 

availability summaries of products). Other options are to integrate more entertainment-related 

elements such as videos, amusing claims within mobile advertising, or include advertising in 

mobile games. Marketers should rely on credible and trustworthy claims about products and 

brands within mobile ads since consumers’ can easily check the validity of advertised 

products or brands through mobile Internet technologies. Beyond, they should address 

consumers’ innovativeness by emphasizing innovative characteristics and advantages of 

mobile advertising (e.g., free of time and location constraints). Marketers should also tailor 
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mobile advertising along with consumers’ preferences, demographics, or lifestyles, e.g., with 

personalized shopping offers. 

 Based on moderator analyses, marketers should not treat each format of mobile 

advertising in the same manner; instead, they should consider their unique differences. The 

effects of most antecedents on attitudes are significantly higher for location-based advertising 

assuming an outstanding role of location-based ads for marketers. For example, marketers 

could include more entertaining aspects within location-based advertising, such as promoting 

short, exciting videos of nearby stores or connecting location-based ads with social media 

apps like Foursquare. Beyond, they should ensure the credibility and reliability of location-

based ads, e.g., by sending ads at the right place at the right time. Marketers should avoid 

location-based ads when consumers are not in direct proximity of stores since locational 

incongruency of ads might diminish their credibility. As the effect of consumers’ 

innovativeness is significantly higher for location-based advertising, marketers should find 

ways to promote location-based advertising as new and innovative ways of advertising in the 

digital era. For example, they could highlight unique characteristics of location-based 

advertising such as receiving exclusive benefits or deals of close stores. In this context, 

marketers should also guarantee that consumers will have constant control about location-

based ads such as frequency, content, and timing and will not receive location-based ads 

constantly. Beyond, marketers could set incentives for consumers who already use location-

based ads. For example, consumers could receive exclusive deals via location-based ads if 

they recommend the usage of location-based ads to close friends or family members. The 

results showed that the social influence of close others is significantly higher for location-

based advertising compared to other mobile advertising formats. 

 Regarding in-app advertising, marketers should find ways to decrease perceptions of 

irritation for in-app advertising. For example, they could reduce the intrusive character of in-
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app ads by integrating ads, which do not interrupt or disturb consumers’ current activities 

within the apps. They could integrate ads, which adjust to the design or functionality of the 

apps. Another approach could be to design in-app ads like SMS ads since the results showed 

that the effects of irritation are weaker for SMS advertising. For example, marketers could 

limit in-app ads to just textual ads without including irritating pictures or videos. Further, 

marketers should especially increase the degree of personalization within in-app advertising. 

For example, they could consider consumers’ preferences or demographics, which they 

indicate in shopping or travel apps, and tailor their in-app ads based on this information to 

achieve higher degrees of personalization. However, marketers should consider that in-app 

advertising should be used in early stages of consumers’ purchase decision processes since 

the effect of attitude on purchase intentions is significantly lower for in-app advertising 

compared to other formats of mobile advertising. This indicates that consumers might not 

directly purchase products or services which are advertised in in-app ads. 

 With reference to demographics, marketers should offer incentives via mobile 

advertising more to older consumers as they seem to be more open for incentives than 

students or younger consumers. Thus, such incentives should be more tailored to older 

generations. Beyond, marketers should focus on less irritating or intrusive mobile ads when 

their target audience are especially younger consumers because the effect of irritation on 

attitude is significantly higher for students than for non-students. They should send mobile 

ads, which do not interrupt younger consumers’ current activities on mobile devices, e.g., 

sending ads via SMS since they are less irritating than other formats of mobile advertising and 

can be read at later points by younger consumers.  

 Lastly, marketers, who operate in different countries with mobile advertising, should 

relinquish on irritating elements in their mobile advertising campaigns for developed 
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countries as the effect of irritation on attitude is significantly higher for developed countries 

compared to developing countries.  

Limitations and Future Research 

This meta-analysis underlies several limitations, common for the use of meta-analytic 

data. Despite an exhaustive literature research, I may have overlooked some research studies 

due to used keywords and databases. Further, the meta-analysis is restricted by the 

accessibility of information and the quality of the identified studies. As a consequence, the 

framework includes only the most studied determinants and consequences, for which 

sufficient primary data were available. I was not able to include further determinants (e.g., 

ease of use of mobile advertising, self-efficacy, or permission) or consequences (e.g., brand 

attitude) due to missing statistical information. As another consequence, all moderators could 

not be tested simultaneously through the application of meta-regressions. This was due to low 

numbers of observations in general. In this context, another limitation can be seen as some 

moderator subgroups contain only one observation, which might limit the power and validity 

of the moderator analyses and the reported results. Additional observations could address this 

issue and strengthen the presented results. Another limitation constitutes the high indicators 

(e.g., Q statistic or I²) for heterogeneity for almost all pairwise relationships. Some of the 

heterogeneity might be attributed to the aggregation process of the variables in the early 

stages of the meta-analysis as I aggregated variables with variations on precise construct 

definitions, operationalization, and statistical estimates (e.g., privacy concerns). More 

narrowed definitions might conclude in lower heterogeneity and file drawer N. Finally, I 

could not assess further formats of mobile advertising due to missing data such as Bluetooth 

advertising or newer formats like mobile messenger advertising. I could not investigate 

moderators such as type of product or familiarity of the advertised brand. Most research 
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studies remained superficial on these moderators. Information about the advertised product or 

brand were mostly missing within studies. 

Future research could adopt some of these limitations and examine other moderators, 

which I could not investigate due to missing information such as product or brand-related 

influences. Since consumers mostly have their mobile devices on hand, research could 

examine how the effects of determinants and consequences differ in different situational 

contexts such as being on the move or being at home. Further research could apply other 

country-related moderators, e.g., Hofstede’s cultural dimensions. Beyond, academic research 

could adapt this framework to other formats of mobile advertising like Bluetooth advertising 

or messenger advertising to detect differences. Those results would enhance current insights 

about the differences between various formats of mobile advertising. Researchers could 

conduct a meta-analysis focusing on observable metrics such as click-through rates or 

advertising elasticities and compare results. Other research might expand the framework or 

parts of it and conduct a meta-analysis on more traditional types of advertising, such as 

television or radio and compare results. 
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Abstract 

Over the years, social media became a vital advertising tool for marketers. However, they still 

lack knowledge about the effectiveness of their advertising activities and efforts. Academic 

research adapts consumers’ attitude toward social media advertising as a measure of 

effectiveness examining diverse constructs, which have significant effects on attitude toward 

social media advertising. The main goal of this paper is to review, analyze, and integrate 

various constructs within a conceptual framework exhibiting antecedents and consequences of 

consumers’ social media advertising attitude. More than 50 relevant articles were identified 

through an extensive literature review. The findings of this study provide a taxonomic 

classification of relevant research articles and provide detailed insights about significance and 

directions of cause-and-effects relations with attitudes toward social media advertising. This 

review closes by providing research implications and future research directions.  

Keywords 

Social media advertising, literature review, attitude towards advertising, conceptual 

framework 
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1 Introduction 

 In recent years, social media sites and platforms became an integral component within 

today’s society. Consumers use social media primarily for the communication and interaction 

with others, consumption of relevant information and news, or for entertaining and gaming 

purposes (GlobalWebIndex 2018). While the number of social media users worldwide 

accounted for about 2.14 billion in 2015, it is forecasted that about 3.02 billion users will use 

social media by 2021 (eMarketer 2017), assuming that social media is one of the most 

promising developments of current digital communication.  

 Social media’s impressive user numbers have raised marketers’ attention around the 

world towards adopting social media within their business structures and strategies (Langaro 

et al. 2018). Social media provides marketers with tools and services, which enhance multiple 

business activities like customer relationship management or the communication with large 

audiences at low costs (Kumar et al. 2017; Leeflang et al. 2014; Ngai et al. 2015). Beyond, 

marketers can effortlessly address and target consumers through diverse and new ad formats 

like display and videos ads or brand pages and posts in social media (Johnston et al. 2018). 

Conclusively, social media developed as an essential advertising opportunity for new 

marketing communication strategies. 

 However, marketers around the world state that social media communication is the 

most difficult strategy among other digital communication options (ProActive Report 2016), 

e.g., marketers are struggling measuring impacts and effectiveness of social media advertising 

(Leeflang et al. 2014; Social Media Examiner 2018). Social media advertising offers myriad 

metrics, e.g., number of likes, comments, shares, or click-through rates. However, the 

reliability of these observable metrics appears to diminish steadily due to increasing numbers 

of passive users on social media, who confine their social media activities to reading and 

observing (Bolton et al. 2013; Tuten and Solomon 2015). These developments suggest that 
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observable metrics become less informative and lead to risks of false decisions about social 

media advertising.  

In contrast, a broad literature stream relies on mind-set metrics such as attitudes, 

cognitions, intentions, perceptions, or recall as measures of advertising effectiveness (Colicev 

et al. 2018; Srinivasan et al. 2010). Especially, the concept of consumers’ attitude14 is 

commonly used in academic research. Over the years, a substantial body of research 

investigated and examined attitudes toward social media advertising under varying 

perspectives, e.g., examined different antecedents, consequences, or social media platforms. 

These studies provide a fundamental understanding about the effectiveness of social media 

advertising for marketers and theory.  

Consequently, the literature about attitudes toward social media advertising is 

nowadays highly fragmented and heterogeneous in their research findings and designs. A 

comprehensive overview of the current state of research is missing, which provides new 

research directions by synthesizing various research findings. I address this research gap 

through the conduction of a systematic literature review on the social media advertising 

literature. Although social media advertising reviews already exist (e.g., Alalwan et al. 2017; 

Alves et al. 2016; Khang et al. 2012; Knoll 2017; Yadav and Rahman 2017), these reviews 

remain limited. They generally group social media advertising literature into broader research 

categories and topics, neglecting social media advertising effectiveness. Current literature 

reviews did not conduct in-depth analyses of specific measurements of social media 

advertising. Therefore, I go one step further and provide a fine-grained understanding about 

attitude toward social media advertising, its antecedents and consequences, corresponding 

research designs, and publication contexts, similarly done by Muehling and McCann (1993). 

 
14 Attitude(s) is used as a short form of consumers’ attitude(s) in this article. 
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 To my best knowledge, this study is the first attempt of structuring and analyzing past 

academic research involving attitudes toward social media advertising. Similar to Lamberton 

and Stephen (2016), it is not the aim to cite and discuss every research article in great detail. 

Instead, I aim to develop a conceptual framework to combine and extend past academic 

literature (Palmatier et al. 2018). I reveal current patterns within academic research to provide 

managerial implications and new directions of research. The research objectives of my study 

are as follows: (1) Identification of occurrence and frequencies patterns of published 

academic research of attitudes toward social media advertising, (2) identification and 

integration of antecedents and consequences of attitudes toward social media advertising, and 

(3) derivation of managerial implications and directions for future research.  

 By synthesizing 56 research articles, I contribute in several ways to the existing 

literature. This study is the first systematic literature review about the effectiveness of social 

media advertising by focusing on attitude as a mind-set metric. The proposed framework 

combines findings across different studies by providing an overview of antecedents and 

consequences and shows if antecedents and consequences have positive, negative, or non-

significant relations with attitude. The findings serve on the one hand as guidance for future 

research directions, while on the other hand, they give marketers an overview, which 

variables need to be considered to increase and enhance the effectiveness of their social media 

advertising efforts and activities.  

 I organize the remainder of the study as follows. After the introduction part, a short 

overview of social media advertising is given, followed by the description of the research 

method, applied criteria, and coded categories. The stated research objectives of this study 

guide the results. The paper closes with extensive implications for practice and theory, future 

research directions, and limitations. 

 



PAPER III 
 

175 
 

2 Social Media Advertising and Attitudes 

 Social media advertising can be achieved in several ways on social media, which 

depend on unique formats and attributes of the specific social media platforms and sites 

(Johnston et al. 2018). In contrast to most traditional advertising formats, marketers are 

directly able to address, communicate, and interact with their target audience through 

interactive characteristics of social media advertising (Johnston et al. 2018). I define social 

media advertising as a general concept capturing all firm-generated advertising delivered 

through social media platforms or sites (Johnston et al. 2018; Taylor et al. 2011). The 

definition includes all formats of advertising on social media, which either belong to paid or 

owned media, such as brand posts, fan pages, display banner, or commercial videos. 

Simultaneously, it excludes all purely advertising formats of earned media since they are not 

firm-generated, e.g., user-generated advertising, electronic word-of-mouth, or consumer posts 

and blogs.15  

 As mentioned above, I choose the concept of attitude as the measurement for 

advertising effectiveness. While Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) originally introduced the concept 

of attitude toward an object X, Lutz (1985) transferred the approach to an advertising context, 

which became a widely used approach for advertising effectiveness over the years (Tutaj and 

van Reijmersdal 2012). I define attitude toward social media advertising as an evaluation, 

tendency or learned predisposition to respond in a favorable or unfavorable manner to general 

or specific formats of social media advertising (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975, MacKenzie and 

Lutz 1989). Within this study, the construct attitude towards social media advertising is an 

aggregated construct, which encompasses similar attitudes toward social media advertising, 

e.g., attitude toward brand posts or attitude toward Facebook advertising. 

 
15 I made an exception for social ads (social impressions), which feature names of a user’s friends at the top of 
the ad, who already became a fan of the firm or brand. According to Nielsen (2010), those ads are a mix of paid 
and earned media. However, firms still have to pay for those ads to appear in the user’s newsfeed. 
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3 Research Methodology 

 The process of conducting the systematic literature review is guided by common 

guidelines and recommendations of Palmatier et al. (2018) and Webster and Watson (2002). I 

follow a domain-based systematic literature review by synthesizing and extending the existing 

academic literature of the same substantive domain (Palmatier et al. 2018). Simultaneously, 

the identification of relevant studies adopts a concept-driven approach, considering academic 

literature from all authors instead of including research from specific authors, which fit preset 

notions or perceptions of the author of the review (Webster and Watson 2002). The concept-

driven approach seems to be more suitable as this research field is still emerging.  

 To identify relevant research articles, I conducted an extensive and thoroughly 

systematic search process. Similar to other systematic literature reviews (e.g., Alves et al. 

2016; Lamberton and Stephen 2016), I considered only articles from peer-reviewed journals. 

Journals represent to certain degrees the highest level of research since they are reviewed by 

experts in that field and are considered by academicians and marketers as reliable sources of 

information (Ngai 2003; Nord and Nord 1995). Thus, I excluded book series, conference 

paper, dissertations, editorials, or working paper. In addition, journals of relevant articles had 

to be listed in either the Web of Science or the SCImago journal citation database16 to 

guarantee the inclusion of studies with high-quality standards and impact factors (Alalwan et 

al. 2017; Eisend et al. 2017). Further, articles had to be written in English due to language 

barriers. As mentioned above, I did not consider articles focusing on advertising relating to 

earned media. I initially included articles, when they empirically measured the construct 

attitude in a social media advertising context and reported empirical findings of corresponding 

 
16 The SCImago journal citation database is chosen as a second database, as the informative insights complement 
those of the Web of Science journal citation database (Jascó 2010) and allows a broader scope of relevant 
academic research. 
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antecedents and consequences. Therefore, I excluded theoretical or conceptual research 

studies during the search process. 

I did not restrict the search by any pre-defined time frames and thus, aimed to cover all 

published articles up to February 2019. I started the search process with a series of keyword 

searches, which I conducted in four central research electronic databases, namely Business 

Source Premier, Google Scholar, Science Direct, and Web of Science, similarly done by 

Alalwan et al. (2017). I applied different combinations and alternative terms of keywords to 

capture and identify relevant articles, e.g., “attitude toward social media advertising”, 

“attitude toward brand posts”, “attitude towards social ads”, or “attitude toward fan pages”. 

Additionally, I combined keywords with comparable meanings to social media or specific and 

popular social media platforms and sites with attitude, such as “attitude toward 

Facebook/YouTube/Twitter advertising”, “attitude toward brand communities”, “attitude 

toward social network site advertising”, “attitude toward corporate blogs”, or “attitude toward 

mobile social network advertising”. In the next step, I checked the reference lists of each 

relevant article to obtain further publications.  

 Overall, I obtained 56 different research articles through the extensive search process, 

which met the above-defined criteria. Then, I screened, coded, and analyzed all identified 

articles according to the research objectives of this study. Regarding the first research 

objective, I coded each article among five standard parameters,17 which I derived from other 

systematic literature reviews (e.g., Cho and Khang 2006; Knoll 2016; Yadav and Rahman 

2017) to disclose common patterns: 

1. Name of the journal in which the articles are published in (to understand which 

journals publish more research about attitudes toward social media 

advertising). 
 

17 The unit of analysis of the coding process for the first research objective is the article. In a few cases, where 
articles contained multiple studies, I aggregated the findings since they were congruent across studies in terms of 
the five parameters.  
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2. Year of publication of the article (to comprehend any time trends). 

3. Information about the underlying type of sample of the article (to realize 

whether homogeneous or heterogeneous samples were used). 

4. Countries (or continents) where the articles were carried out (to reflect attitudes 

toward social media advertising around the world). 

5. Social media platform or site (to understand whether attitudes toward social 

media advertising are determined or influenced by specific social media 

platforms or sites or by social media/network sites in general). 

 Regarding the second research objective, I developed a causal chain framework to 

express and examine the causal relations between antecedents and consequences and attitude 

toward social media advertising (Ngai et al. 2015; Yadav and Rahman 2017). The causal 

chain framework is guided basically by the belief-attitude-intention-behavior model 

developed by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975). In brief, belief factors about an object X have an 

effect on the attitude toward the object X, which in turn causes different intentions regarding 

the object X (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975). However, in the causal chain framework of my 

study, not all antecedents represent belief factors about social media advertising purely. 

Instead, they can also occur as personalities or user behaviors.  

Based on these considerations, I positioned the examined variables within each study 

as either an antecedent or consequence based on given information within the studies. 

Moderator are not considered and depicted within the framework since relatively few studies 

examined moderating influences. I only used direct, main, or indirect (mediated)18 effects 

between antecedents and consequences with attitude. I derived the needed information from 

conceptual frameworks, hypotheses, revised models, additionally tested relationships or 

conducted analyses of regression analyses, structural equation models, t-tests, or analyses of 

 
18 For example, a study reports only the indirect effect of informativeness on attitude, when ad value is included 
as a mediator (Aydin 2018; Hassan et al. 2013; Leung et al. 2015; Singh 2016; Yazdanparast et al. 2015). 
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variances. Furthermore, I did not consider information from correlations analyses or matrices 

as they do not represent cause-and-effect relationships between two variables (Taylor 1990). I 

made exceptions when correlation analyses were used for the testing of hypotheses (e.g., 

Bright and Logan 2018). 

Due to increased complexity and depiction concerns of the framework, I did not 

consider and depict interaction effects between two or more variables. Instead, I coded their 

main effects, when reported. I made exceptions by labeling moderator variables as 

antecedents when the studies reported their direct main effects on attitude (e.g., Belanche et 

al. 2017; Walrave et al. 2018). The same procedure was used for control variables (e.g., Jung 

et al. 2016). Articles can contribute more than one relationship between two variables to the 

framework if they include multiple studies, scenarios, or models (e.g., Jung et al. 2009; Leung 

and Tanford 2016). As a result, some variables occur in more than just one category, e.g., I 

coded attitude toward the brand as an antecedent (Bright and Logan 2018) and consequence 

(Alansari et al. 2018). 

During the coding process, I aggregated antecedents and consequences having or 

sharing nearly same definitions but operate under different aliases or synonyms to one 

variable, similarly done by Palmatier et al. (2016). In a second step, I grouped and classified 

antecedents and consequences into broader categories based on their similarities and 

meanings. Beyond, existing models within academic literature, e.g., Ducoffe (1996) or Pollay 

and Mittal (1993), or already existing categories from other systematic literature reviews, e.g., 

Akar and Nasir (2015), Muehling and McCann (1993), Ngai et al. (2015), or Yadav and 

Rahman (2017), served as guidance of the grouping process as well. 

 Besides, I used basic statistical aspects of vote-counting analyses to integrate and 

analyze the direct, main, and indirect effects of antecedents and consequences. In general, 

vote-counting is a quantitative method that permits the integration of distinct research 
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findings by allocating same relations between two variables in categories labeled as either 

significant positive, significant negative, or no significant findings or differences (Hedges and 

Olkin 1980; Voorveld et al. 2009). If a majority of relations between two variables fall into 

one these three categories with fewer in the other two, then this category represents the best 

estimate for the direction between these two variables (Light and Smith 1971). I developed 

the fourth category significant differences for findings of main effects of non-metric variables 

(e.g., usage of hashtags vs. no usage of hashtags) on attitudes toward social media advertising. 

They are commonly manipulated within experimental designs. To code relations between two 

variables across the different research studies as either significant positive, significant 

negative, no significant relations or differences, or significant differences, I used 

corresponding p- or t-values of the relations as references.  

 In sum, I identified 80 different antecedents and 13 consequences within 56 research 

articles. I further sorted them into eight main categories of antecedents and five categories of 

consequences.  

4 Results  

4.1 Occurrence and Frequency Patterns 

 Table 1 presents the distribution of the identified articles across journals. Attitudes 

toward social media advertising appear to be a multidisciplinary academic research 

phenomenon since about 40 different journals published relevant academic articles. 

Especially, marketing, management and business, tourism, advertising, and information 

systems disciplines focused on attitudes as a measure of effectiveness. However, on a micro 

level, a relatively small number of journals published at least three articles (Computers in 

Human Behaviour, International Journal of Advertising, Journal of Creative 

Communications, Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Technology, Journal of Research in 

Interactive Marketing), while a majority of journals published not more than one article.  
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Table 1. Distribution of articles across journals 

No. Journal Name (alphabetical order) # of Articles 
1 Advanced Science Letters 1 
2 Asia Pacific Management Review 1 
3 Asia Social Science 1 
4 Aslib Journal of Information Management 1 
5 Behaviour and Information Technology 2 
6 Computers in Human Behavior 3 
7 Electronic Markets 1 
8 Global Business Review 1 
9 International Journal of Advertising 3 
10 International Journal of Business Excellence 1 
11 International Journal of Business Information Systems 1 
12 International Journal of E-Business Research 1 
13 International Journal of Internet Marketing and Advertising 1 
14 Internet Research 2 
15 Journal of Advertising Research 1 
16 Journal of Business Ethics 1 
17 Journal of Consumer Behaviour 1 
18 Journal of Creative Communications 3 
19 Journal of Current Issues and Research in Advertising 2 
20 Journal of Electronic Commerce in Organization 1 
21 Journal of Enterprise Information Management 1 
22 Journal of Global Fashion Marketing 1 
23 Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Research 1 
24 Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Technology 3 
25 Journal of Hospitality Marketing and Management 1 
26 Journal of Interactive Marketing 1 
27 Journal of International Marketing 1 
28 Journal of Internet Banking and Commerce 1 
29 Journal of Marketing Analytics 1 
30 Journal of Marketing Communications 1 
31 Journal of Research in Interactive Marketing 3 
32 Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services 2 
33 Journal of Travel and Tourism Marketing 1 
34 Kybernetes 1 
35 Mediterranean Journal of Social Sciences 1 
36 Middle-East Journal of Scientific Research 1 
37 Online Information Review 2 
38 Psychology and Marketing 1 
39 Worldwide Hospitality and Tourism Themes 1 
40 Young Consumers 2 

 
Although I did not set a specific time frame during the search process, all identified 

articles were published from 2011 to 2019 (see Figure 1). While only one article was 

published in 2011, twelve articles were published in 2018, revealing increasing attention 

among researcher in attitude toward social media advertising. Simultaneously, the time trend 

illustrates the growing relevance of measuring the effectiveness of social media advertising 

with the concept of attitude. These findings are congruent with other reviews about social 
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media marketing and advertising, who report similar time trends (Knoll 2017; Yadav and 

Rahman 2017).  

Figure 1. Publication of articles per year 

 

   

Concerning Figure 2, 31 out of the 56 identified articles recruited college students for the 

analyses of attitudes toward social media advertising, while 25 articles referred to non-student 

samples, such as panel data or social media users. Knoll (2017) found similar distribution 

patterns of sample types. My findings indicate that college-aged students are the 

predominantly chosen type of sample within social media contexts, as they mostly represent 

the largest proportion of users among different social media platforms and sites 

(GlobalWebIndex 2014). 

Research about attitudes toward social media advertising was conducted in over 21 

different countries around the world (see Table 2), revealing a broad range of country-specific 

information and differences about attitudes. On an abstract level, almost half of the studies 

have been conducted in North America (n = 21), followed by the Asian (n = 21), European (n 

= 9), and African continent (n = 5). 
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Figure 2. Distribution of sample types 

 

 No studies were conducted on the South American or Australian continent. On a 

concrete level, the maximum of research publications was conducted in the United States or 

used U.S. American samples (n = 21). India follows with five publications and Pakistan, 

South Korea, and Spain with each having at least three publications. Other listed countries 

had no more than two publications.  

Table 2. Distribution of articles across countries 

No. Country (alphabetical order) # of Articles 
1 Bangladesh 1 
2 Belgium 2 
3 Bosnia and Herzegovina 1 
4 China 1 
5 Ghana 2 
6 India 5 
7 Iran 1 
8 Kenya 1 
9 Malaysia 2 
10 Monaco 1 
11 Pakistan 3 
12 Saudi Arabia 1 
13 South Africa 1 
14 South Korea 3 
15 Spain 3 
16 Taiwan 2 
17 Tunisia 1 
18 Turkey 2 
19 United Arab Emirates 1 
20 USA 21 
21 Vietnam 1 
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In terms of the underlying social media platform or site, Figure 3 demonstrates that 

almost half of the identified studies explicitly examined attitudes toward paid or owned forms 

of advertising on Facebook. Other platforms like YouTube, Twitter, Instagram, or corporate 

blogs are scarce. This fact is not surprising as Facebook is the most popular social network 

site in the world (We Are Social 2019). Another proportion of articles referred to advertising 

attitudes on social media or social networks in general with no specific platform or site focus. 

Worth mentioning, a small number of articles already emphasize advertising attitudes of 

mobile social media/network sites in general. Mobile social network advertising might gain 

more attention in the future, as consumers predominantly use their mobile devices to access 

social media platforms and sites (GlobalWebIndex 2017). Academic research did not 

investigate advertising attitudes toward brand communities as formats of owned media at all. 

Figure 3. Distribution of articles across social media platforms and sites 

 
Notes: SMNS = social media/network sites. Articles, who focused on at least two different social media 
platforms or sites within their studies were coded as SMNS in general (e.g., Leung et al. 2015, Balakrishnan and 
Manickavasagam 2016, Johnson et al. 2018). Segev et al. (2014) investigated the placement of paid display 
banner on consumer blogs. Due to similarities of consumer and corporate blogs as a social media platform, I 
coded this study as corporate blogs. 
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4.2 Causal Chain Framework 

 Regarding the second research objective, I developed a conceptual framework to 

integrate and summarize cause-and-effect relationships of various constructs with attitude 

toward social media advertising (see Figure 4). Based on the vote-counting approach, I report 

the corresponding significances of each cause-and-effect relationship to extend and enhance 

the findings of the framework. Table 3 gives more detailed information about each variable. 

4.2.1 Antecedents 

 I analyzed and allocated 80 different antecedents into eight broader categories. With 

reference to Table 3, not all individual antecedents received the same amount of attention 

among researchers as other antecedents. However, this does not implicate that antecedents (or 

consequences) with few investigated relations are less relevant within the framework.  

Demographics and personality factors. The first category comprises twelve different 

antecedents, which relate to general consumer demographics, specific personality traits or 

thoughts, and feelings. Within this category, a majority of studies (n = 4) analyzed gender as 

an antecedent. Almost all studies report no significant differences between males and females 

regarding their attitudes toward social media advertising. However, Thoo et al. (2018) found a 

significant difference but did not specify whether males or females have more favorable 

attitudes toward social media advertising. Beyond, consumers’ occupation is also studied in 

most studies in this category (n = 3). The findings reveal that professionals have significantly 

more favorable attitudes toward social media advertising than students (Balakrishnan and 

Manickavasagam 2016; Natarajan et al. 2015). Age represents another major antecedent 

within this category (n = 2). Balakrishnan and Manickavasagam (2016) found different 

findings for participants’ age.  



PAPER III 
 

186 
 

Fi
gu

re
 4

. C
au

sa
l c

ha
in

 fr
am

ew
or

k 
of

 a
tti

tu
de

s t
ow

ar
d 

so
ci

al
 m

ed
ia

 a
dv

er
tis

in
g 



PAPER III 
 

187 
 

 

V
ar

ia
bl

es
 

D
ef

in
iti

on
 / 

D
es

cr
ip

tio
n 

O
pe

ra
tio

na
liz

at
io

n 
St

ud
ie

s 
Fr

eq
.*

 
Su

m
m

ar
y 

of
 fi

nd
in

gs
 

A
nt

ec
ed

en
ts

 

D
em

og
ra

ph
ic

s a
nd

 p
er

so
na

lit
y 

fa
ct

or
s 

G
en

de
r 

 
In

di
vi

du
al

’s
 g

en
de

r 
N

on
-m

et
ric

:  
M

al
e 

vs
. f

em
al

e 
K

am
al

 a
nd

 C
hu

 (2
01

2)
, S

in
gh

 (2
01

6)
, T

ho
o 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
8)

, Y
az

da
np

ar
as

t e
t a

l. 
(2

01
5)

 
4 

N
o 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 

di
ffe

re
nc

es
 (e

xc
ep

t 
Th

oo
 e

t a
l. 

20
18

, 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 d
iff

er
en

ce
, 

bu
t n

ot
 sp

ec
ifi

ed
 in

 
m

or
e 

de
ta

il)
 

O
cc

up
at

io
n 

 
In

di
vi

du
al

’s
 c

ur
re

nt
 o

cc
up

at
io

n 
N

on
-m

et
ric

:  
Pr

of
es

si
on

al
s v

s. 
st

ud
en

ts
  

B
al

ak
ris

hn
an

 a
nd

 M
an

ic
ka

va
sa

ga
m

 (2
01

6)
, 

N
at

ar
aj

an
 e

t a
l. 

(2
01

5)
 

3 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 m
or

e 
fa

vo
ra

bl
e 

at
tit

ud
e 

fo
r 

pr
of

es
sio

na
ls

  

A
ge

 
 

In
di

vi
du

al
’s

 c
ur

re
nt

 a
ge

 
N

on
-m

et
ric

: 
D

iff
er

en
t a

ge
 g

ro
up

s 
B

al
ak

ris
hn

an
 a

nd
 M

an
ic

ka
va

sa
ga

m
 (2

01
6)

 
2 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 d

iff
er

en
ce

s 
be

tw
ee

n 
ag

e 
gr

ou
ps

  

Et
hn

ic
ity

 
 

In
di

vi
du

al
’s

 e
th

ni
c 

gr
ou

p 
N

on
-m

et
ric

: 
D

iff
er

en
t e

th
ni

ci
ty

 
gr

ou
ps

 

Th
oo

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
8)

 
1 

N
o 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 

di
ffe

re
nc

es
 

A
ff

ec
tiv

e 
el

ab
or

at
io

n 
In

di
vi

du
al

s’
 m

es
sa

ge
-re

la
te

d 
fe

el
in

gs
 (C

he
n 

et
 a

l. 
20

15
) 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

 

C
he

n 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

5)
 

1 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 p
os

iti
ve

 
ef

fe
ct

 

C
og

ni
tiv

e 
el

ab
or

at
io

n 
In

di
vi

du
al

s’
 m

es
sa

ge
-re

la
te

d 
th

ou
gh

ts
 (C

he
n 

et
 a

l. 
20

15
) 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

C
he

n 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

5)
 

1 
N

o 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 e
ffe

ct
 

C
on

su
m

er
 

gr
ou

ps
 

 

D
iff

er
en

t c
on

su
m

er
 g

ro
up

s b
as

ed
 

on
 le

ve
l o

f a
d 

fa
vo

rit
is

m
 a

nd
 

re
si

sta
nc

e 
(T

ra
n 

20
17

) 

N
on

-m
et

ric
:  

A
d 

ha
te

rs
 v

s. 
ad

 
lo

ve
rs

 v
s. 

ad
 

co
m

m
on

da
to

rs
 

Tr
an

 (2
01

7)
 

1 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 m
or

e 
fa

vo
ra

bl
e 

at
tit

ud
e 

fo
r 

ad
 lo

ve
rs

 th
an

 fo
r a

d 
co

m
m

od
at

or
s a

nd
 a

d 
ha

te
rs

 

In
co

m
e 

 
In

di
vi

du
al

’s
 c

ur
re

nt
 in

co
m

e 
  

N
on

-m
et

ric
: 

H
ig

h 
vs

. l
ow

 in
co

m
e 

K
am

al
 a

nd
 C

hu
 (2

01
2)

  
1 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 m

or
e 

fa
vo

ra
bl

e 
at

tit
ud

es
 o

f 
co

ns
um

er
s w

ith
 h

ig
h 

in
co

m
es

 

 

T
ab

le
 3

. S
um

m
ar

y 
of

 a
nt

ec
ed

en
ts

 a
nd

 c
on

se
qu

en
ce

s o
f a

tti
tu

de
s t

ow
ar

d 
so

ci
al

 m
ed

ia
 a

dv
er

tis
in

g 



PAPER III 
 

188 
 

N
at

io
na

lit
y 

 
In

di
vi

du
al

’s
 n

at
io

na
lit

y 
N

on
-m

et
ric

: 
M

al
ay

si
an

 v
s. 

no
n-

M
al

ay
si

an
 

Th
oo

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
8)

 
1 

N
o 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 

di
ffe

re
nc

es
 

Se
lf-

di
sc

lo
su

re
  

 
In

fo
rm

at
io

n,
 th

ou
gh

ts
, f

ee
lin

gs
 o

r 
ex

pe
rie

nc
es

 th
at

 in
di

vi
du

al
s 

re
ve

al
 a

bo
ut

 th
em

se
lv

es
 to

 o
th

er
s 

(L
ee

 2
01

6)
 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

Le
e 

(2
01

6)
 

1 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 p
os

iti
ve

 
ef

fe
ct

 

Se
lf-

pr
es

en
ta

tio
n 

 

Th
e 

de
gr

ee
 to

 w
hi

ch
 in

di
vi

du
al

s 
cr

ea
te

 g
oo

d 
im

pr
es

si
on

s o
n 

ot
he

rs
 

an
d 

ac
co

m
pl

is
h 

a 
fa

vo
ra

bl
e 

se
lf-

pr
es

en
ta

tio
n 

(L
ee

 2
01

6)
 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

Le
e 

(2
01

6)
 

1 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 p
os

iti
ve

 
ef

fe
ct

 

Y
ea

r o
f s

tu
dy

  
C

ur
re

nt
 c

ol
le

ge
 y

ea
r o

f s
tu

de
nt

s 
N

on
-m

et
ric

:  
C

ol
le

ge
 y

ea
r: 

1st
, 2

nd
, 

3rd
, 4

th
 y

ea
r 

Th
oo

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
8)

 
1 

N
o 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 

di
ffe

re
nc

es
 

So
ci

et
al

 a
nd

 in
te

ra
ct

io
n 

fa
ct

or
s 

Pe
er

 / 
so

ci
al

 
in

flu
en

ce
 

In
di

vi
du

al
’s

 d
es

ire
 fo

r 
in

te
rp

er
so

na
l a

tta
ch

m
en

t a
nd

 
in

flu
en

ce
 o

f o
th

er
 in

di
vi

du
al

s o
n 

th
ei

r b
eh

av
io

r o
r i

nf
lu

en
ci

ng
 

ot
he

rs
' b

eh
av

io
r (

Ju
ng

 e
t a

l. 
20

16
) 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

Ju
ng

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
6)

, M
uk

 (2
01

3)
, T

ay
lo

r e
t a

l. 
(2

01
1)

 
4 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 p

os
iti

ve
 

ef
fe

ct
 

C
om

pl
ia

nc
e 

"I
nd

iv
id

ua
l a

do
pt

s t
he

 in
du

ce
d 

be
ha

vi
or

 b
ec

au
se

 o
f o

ut
si

de
 

re
w

ar
ds

 o
r p

un
is

hm
en

ts
" 

(L
eu

ng
 

an
d 

B
al

og
lu

 2
01

5)
 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

Le
un

g 
an

d 
B

al
og

lu
 (2

01
5)

, L
eu

ng
 a

nd
 T

an
fo

rd
 

(2
01

6)
 

2 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 n
eg

at
iv

e 
ef

fe
ct

 

Id
en

tif
ic

at
io

n 
"I

nd
iv

id
ua

l a
do

pt
s t

he
 in

du
ce

d 
be

ha
vi

or
 in

 a
n 

at
te

m
pt

 to
 

es
ta

bl
is

h 
or

 m
ai

nt
ai

n 
a 

sa
tis

fy
in

g 
se

lf-
de

fin
in

g 
re

la
tio

ns
hi

p 
w

ith
 

gr
ou

p 
m

em
be

rs
" 

(L
eu

ng
 a

nd
 

B
al

og
lu

 2
01

5)
 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

Le
un

g 
an

d 
B

al
og

lu
 (2

01
5)

, L
eu

ng
 a

nd
 T

an
fo

rd
 

(2
01

6)
 

2 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 p
os

iti
ve

 
ef

fe
ct

 

In
te

rn
al

iz
at

io
n 

"I
nd

iv
id

ua
l a

do
pt

s t
he

 in
du

ce
d 

be
ha

vi
or

 b
ec

au
se

 it
 is

 c
on

gr
ue

nt
 

w
ith

 h
is

/h
er

 v
al

ue
 sy

st
em

" 
(L

eu
ng

 a
nd

 B
al

og
lu

 2
01

5)
 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

Le
un

g 
an

d 
B

al
og

lu
 (2

01
5)

, L
eu

ng
 a

nd
 T

an
fo

rd
 

(2
01

6)
 

2 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 p
os

iti
ve

 
ef

fe
ct

 

 



PAPER III 
 

189 
 

So
ci

al
 

in
te

ra
ct

io
n 

tie
s  

Th
e 

te
nd

en
cy

 to
 a

ff
ili

at
e 

an
d 

co
m

m
un

ic
at

e 
w

ith
 o

th
er

 
in

di
vi

du
al

s a
nd

 p
re

fe
r b

ei
ng

 w
ith

 
th

em
 ra

th
er

 th
an

 b
ei

ng
 a

lo
ne

 a
nd

 
th

us
 o

bt
ai

ni
ng

 so
ci

al
 b

en
ef

its
 (H

o 
an

d 
To

 2
01

8)
 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

H
o 

an
d 

To
 (2

01
8)

, M
an

th
io

u 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

4)
 

2 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 p
os

iti
ve

 
ef

fe
ct

 

Pa
ra

so
ci

al
 

in
te

ra
ct

io
n 

 
In

di
vi

du
al

's 
pa

ss
iv

e 
pa

rti
ci

pa
tio

n 
on

 fa
n 

pa
ge

s s
uc

h 
as

 re
ad

in
g 

ot
he

r u
se

rs
' c

om
m

en
ts

, w
ho

 sh
ar

e 
th

e 
sa

m
e 

in
te

re
st

s a
nd

 o
pi

ni
on

s 
(S

an
z-

B
la

s e
t a

l. 
20

17
) 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

Sa
nz

-B
la

s e
t a

l. 
(2

01
7)

 
1 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 p

os
iti

ve
 

ef
fe

ct
 

So
ci

al
 m

ed
ia

 e
xp

er
ie

nc
e 

an
d 

us
ag

e 
m

ot
iv

at
io

ns
 

U
sa

ge
 b

eh
av

io
r 

U
sa

ge
, t

im
e 

or
 fr

eq
ue

nc
y 

sp
en

t 
us

in
g 

so
ci

al
 m

ed
ia

  
N

on
-m

et
ric

: 
H

ig
h 

vs
. l

ow
 u

sa
ge

  
M

et
ric

:  
 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 a

nd
 si

ng
le

 
ite

m
 

 

C
ol

to
n 

(2
01

8)
, J

un
g 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
6)

, K
am

al
 a

nd
 C

hu
 

(2
01

2)
, M

ir 
(2

01
7)

, T
ho

o 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

8)
 

7 
N

o 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 e
ffe

ct
 

(e
xc

ep
t C

ol
to

n 
(2

01
8)

, 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 p
os

iti
ve

 
ef

fe
ct

; K
am

al
 a

nd
 C

hu
 

20
12

, s
ig

ni
fic

an
t m

or
e 

fa
vo

ra
bl

e 
at

tit
ud

e 
fo

r 
hi

gh
 u

sa
ge

 u
se

rs
; J

un
g 

et
 a

l. 
20

16
, s

ig
ni

fic
an

t 
po

si
tiv

e 
ef

fe
ct

; T
ho

o 
et

 a
l. 

20
18

, s
ig

ni
fic

an
t 

di
ffe

re
nc

es
, b

ut
 n

ot
 

sp
ec

ifi
ed

 in
 m

or
e 

de
ta

il)
 

So
ci

al
 m

ed
ia

 
ex

pe
rie

nc
e 

 
In

di
vi

du
al

’s
 e

xp
er

ie
nc

e 
w

ith
 

so
ci

al
 m

ed
ia

, e
.g

., 
fo

llo
w

in
g 

so
ci

al
 m

ed
ia

 b
ra

nd
 p

ag
es

 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

Le
un

g 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

5)
, L

eu
ng

 a
nd

 Ji
an

g 
(2

01
8)

 
3 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 p

os
iti

ve
 

ef
fe

ct
 

 



PAPER III 
 

190 
 

In
di

vi
du

al
 

m
ed

ia
 

de
pe

nd
en

cy
  

In
di

vi
du

al
s f

ul
fil

l p
er

so
na

l a
nd

 
co

lle
ct

iv
e 

go
al

s b
y 

ha
vi

ng
 to

 
de

pe
nd

, r
el

y 
or

 a
cc

es
s o

n 
(in

fo
rm

at
io

na
l) 

re
so

ur
ce

s 
co

nt
ro

lle
d 

by
 m

as
s m

ed
ia

 su
ch

 a
s 

In
te

rn
et

 a
nd

 te
le

vi
si

on
 (R

ui
z-

M
af

e 
et

 a
l. 

20
13

). 
D

ep
en

de
nc

y 
ag

gr
eg

at
es

 so
ci

al
 a

nd
 se

lf-
di

m
en

si
on

s o
f u

nd
er

st
an

di
ng

, 
or

ie
nt

at
io

n,
 a

nd
 p

la
y 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

Ru
iz

-M
af

e 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

4)
, S

an
z-

B
la

s e
t a

l. 
(2

01
7)

 
2 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 p

os
iti

ve
 

ef
fe

ct
 

N
um

be
r o

f 
fri

en
ds

 
N

um
be

r o
f f

rie
nd

s o
n 

so
ci

al
 

m
ed

ia
 

M
et

ric
: 

Si
ng

le
 it

em
 

Ju
ng

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
6)

 
2 

N
o 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 e

ffe
ct

  

So
ci

al
 m

ed
ia

 
bo

re
do

m
 

In
di

vi
du

al
’s

 lo
ss

 o
f i

nt
er

es
t i

n 
so

ci
al

 m
ed

ia
 a

nd
 it

s 
co

rr
es

po
nd

in
g 

ac
tiv

iti
es

 (S
in

gh
 e

t 
al

. 2
01

6)
 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

Si
ng

h 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

6)
, Y

az
da

np
ar

as
t e

t a
l. 

(2
01

5)
 

2 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 n
eg

at
iv

e 
ef

fe
ct

 

H
ed

on
ic

 n
ee

ds
 

H
av

in
g 

fu
n 

in
 so

ci
al

 m
ed

ia
 

(L
eu

ng
 a

nd
 T

an
fo

rd
 2

01
6)

 
M

et
ric

: 
M

ul
ti-

ite
m

 
Le

un
g 

an
d 

Ta
nf

or
d 

(2
01

6)
 

1 
N

o 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 e
ffe

ct
 

Fe
ar

 o
f m

is
si

ng
 

ou
t 

 

In
di

vi
du

al
’s

 a
pp

re
he

ns
io

n 
of

 n
ot

 
be

in
g 

co
ns

ta
nt

ly
 u

p 
to

 d
at

e 
on

 
ne

w
 in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
w

ith
in

 it
s 

ne
tw

or
k,

 d
es

pi
te

 c
on

st
an

t s
oc

ia
l 

m
ed

ia
 u

sa
ge

 (B
rig

ht
 a

nd
 L

og
an

 
20

18
) 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

B
rig

ht
 a

nd
 L

og
an

 (2
01

8)
 

 
1 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 p

os
iti

ve
 

ef
fe

ct
 

 

Fu
nc

tio
na

l 
ne

ed
s 

Pa
rti

ci
pa

tio
n 

in
 so

ci
al

 m
ed

ia
 to

 
fu

lfi
ll 

sp
ec

ifi
c 

ac
tiv

iti
es

 (L
eu

ng
 

an
d 

Ta
nf

or
d 

20
16

) 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

Le
un

g 
an

d 
Ta

nf
or

d 
(2

01
6)

 
1 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 p

os
iti

ve
 

ef
fe

ct
 

Ps
yc

ho
lo

gi
ca

l 
ne

ed
s 

Se
ns

e 
of

 in
cl

us
io

n 
w

ith
in

 so
ci

al
 

m
ed

ia
 (L

eu
ng

 a
nd

 T
an

fo
rd

 2
01

6)
 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

Le
un

g 
an

d 
Ta

nf
or

d 
(2

01
6)

 
1 

N
o 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 e

ffe
ct

 

Q
ua

lit
y 

of
 li

fe
 

En
ga

gi
ng

 in
 so

ci
al

 m
ed

ia
 

ac
tiv

iti
es

 to
 a

dv
an

ce
 th

e 
qu

al
ity

 
of

 li
fe

 (T
ay

lo
r e

t a
l. 

20
11

) 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

Ta
yl

or
 e

t a
l. 

(2
01

1)
 

1 
N

o 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 e
ffe

ct
 

Q
ua

lit
y 

of
 li

fe
, 

st
ru

ct
ur

e 
tim

e,
 

an
d 

pe
er

 
in

flu
en

ce
 

A
 m

ix
 o

f q
ua

lit
y 

of
 li

fe
, s

tru
ct

ur
e 

tim
e,

 a
nd

 p
ee

r i
nf

lu
en

ce
 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

C
el

eb
i (

20
15

)  
1 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 p

os
iti

ve
 

ef
fe

ct
 

 



PAPER III 
 

191 
 

So
ci

al
 e

sc
ap

is
m

 
m

ot
iv

at
io

n 
In

di
vi

du
al

’s
 d

es
ire

 o
f g

et
tin

g 
ou

t 
of

 re
al

-li
fe

 ro
ut

in
e 

is
su

es
, 

pr
ob

le
m

s a
nd

 c
ha

lle
ng

es
 (M

ir 
20

17
) 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

M
ir 

(2
01

7)
 

1 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 p
os

iti
ve

 
ef

fe
ct

 

So
ci

al
 n

ee
ds

 
Ex

ch
an

ge
 o

f i
de

as
 a

nd
 fo

rm
 

re
la

tio
ns

hi
ps

 in
 so

ci
al

 m
ed

ia
 

(L
eu

ng
 a

nd
 T

an
fo

rd
 2

01
6)

 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

Le
un

g 
an

d 
Ta

nf
or

d 
(2

01
6)

 
1 

N
o 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 e

ffe
ct

 

St
ru

ct
ur

e 
tim

e 
In

di
vi

du
al

's 
lo

gi
n 

on
 so

ci
al

 m
ed

ia
 

as
 p

ar
t o

f a
 st

ru
ct

ur
ed

 d
ai

ly
 

ro
ut

in
e 

(T
ay

lo
r e

t a
l. 

20
11

) 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

Ta
yl

or
 e

t a
l. 

(2
01

1)
 

1 
N

o 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 e
ffe

ct
 

St
ru

ct
ur

al
 a

nd
 p

la
tf

or
m

 a
tt

ri
bu

te
s 

In
te

ra
ct

iv
ity

 
"S

ta
te

 o
r p

ro
ce

ss
 o

f 
co

m
m

un
ic

at
in

g,
 e

xc
ha

ng
in

g,
 

ob
ta

in
in

g 
an

d/
or

 m
od

ify
in

g 
co

nt
en

t (
e.

g.
, i

de
as

, 
en

te
rta

in
m

en
t, 

pr
od

uc
t 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n)

 a
nd

/o
r i

ts 
fo

rm
 w

ith
 

or
 th

ro
ug

h 
a 

m
ed

iu
m

 (e
.g

., 
co

m
pu

te
r, 

m
od

em
, e

tc
.),

 w
hi

ch
 

re
sp

on
d 

to
 b

ot
h 

th
e 

co
m

m
un

ic
at

or
’s

 a
nd

 th
e 

au
di

en
ce

’s
  c

om
m

un
ic

at
io

n 
ne

ed
s 

by
 in

cl
ud

in
g 

hy
pe

rte
xt

 li
nk

s, 
re

ci
pr

oc
al

 c
om

m
un

ic
at

io
n,

 e
tc

."
 

(M
ac

ia
s 2

00
3)

 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

K
uj

ur
 a

nd
 S

in
gh

 (2
01

7)
, M

irm
eh

di
 e

t a
l. 

(2
01

7)
, 

Sh
in

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
8)

, T
ho

o 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

8)
, Y

aa
ko

p 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

3)
 

5 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 p
os

iti
ve

 
ef

fe
ct

 

A
ro

us
al

  
Th

e 
de

gr
ee

 o
f e

ne
rg

iz
at

io
n,

 
ac

tiv
at

io
n,

 in
ne

r t
en

si
on

s, 
or

 
al

er
tn

es
s (

ph
ys

io
lo

gi
ca

l 
pe

rs
pe

ct
iv

e)
 o

r s
ta

te
 o

f 
w

ak
ef

ul
ne

ss
 o

r a
ct

io
n 

pr
ep

ar
at

io
n 

(p
sy

ch
ol

og
ic

al
 p

er
sp

ec
tiv

e)
 

(S
ha

pi
ro

 e
t a

l. 
20

02
) 

N
on

-m
et

ric
: 

H
ig

h 
vs

. l
ow

 st
im

ul
i 

(s
uc

h 
th

at
 in

di
vi

du
al

s 
pa

y 
m

or
e 

or
 le

ss
 

at
te

nt
io

n)
 

B
el

an
ch

e 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

7)
 

2 
M

ix
ed

: S
ig

ni
fic

an
t 

m
or

e 
fa

vo
ra

bl
e 

at
tit

ud
e 

fo
r h

ig
h 

ar
ou

sa
l s

tim
ul

i 
(B

el
an

ch
e 

et
 a

l. 
20

17
), 

no
 si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 
di

ffe
re

nc
es

 (B
el

an
ch

e 
et

 a
l. 

20
17

) 

 



PAPER III 
 

192 
 

C
on

gr
ue

nc
y 

/ 
C

on
te

xt
 

Th
e 

de
gr

ee
 o

f s
im

ila
rit

y 
be

tw
ee

n 
th

e 
ad

 a
nd

 it
s c

on
te

xt
 (B

el
an

ch
e 

et
 a

l. 
20

17
) 

N
on

-m
et

ric
: 

C
on

gr
ue

nc
y 

vs
. 

in
co

ng
ru

en
cy

 
(c

on
te

nt
 o

f a
d 

is
 

(in
)c

on
gr

ue
nt

 w
ith

 
co

nt
en

t o
f e

xt
er

na
l 

vi
de

o/
bl

og
) 

B
el

an
ch

e 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

7)
, S

eg
ev

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
4)

 
2 

M
ix

ed
: N

o 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 
di

ffe
re

nc
es

 (B
el

an
ch

e 
et

 a
l. 

20
17

), 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 
m

or
e 

fa
vo

ra
bl

e 
at

tit
ud

e 
fo

r a
d-

co
ng

ru
en

t c
on

te
xt

  
(S

eg
ev

 e
t a

l. 
20

14
) 

M
es

sa
ge

 
co

nt
en

t 
It 

“r
ef

er
s t

o 
th

e 
ty

pe
 o

f c
on

te
nt

 
ex

pr
es

se
d 

by
 th

e 
m

es
sa

ge
s”

 
(L

eu
ng

 e
t a

l. 
20

17
) 

N
on

-m
et

ric
: 

B
ra

nd
 v

s. 
pr

od
uc

t v
s. 

in
te

ra
ct

iv
e 

re
la

te
d 

co
nt

en
t 

Le
un

g 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

7)
 

2 
N

o 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 
di

ffe
re

nc
es

 

M
es

sa
ge

 fo
rm

at
 

It 
“r

ef
er

s t
o 

th
e 

pr
es

en
ta

tio
n 

fo
rm

at
 o

f m
es

sa
ge

s”
 (L

eu
ng

 e
t a

l. 
20

17
) 

N
on

-m
et

ric
: 

W
or

d 
vs

. p
ic

tu
re

 v
s. 

w
eb

 li
nk

 

Le
un

g 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

7)
 

2 
M

ix
ed

: S
ig

ni
fic

an
tly

 
m

or
e 

fa
vo

ra
bl

e 
at

tit
ud

e 
fo

r p
ic

tu
re

 
fo

rm
at

s t
ha

n 
fo

r w
or

d 
or

 w
eb

 li
nk

 fo
rm

at
s 

(L
eu

ng
 e

t a
l. 

20
17

), 
no

 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 d
iff

er
en

ce
s 

(L
eu

ng
 e

t a
l. 

20
17

) 
A

d 
fo

rm
at

 
Th

e 
fo

rm
at

 o
f t

he
 a

d 
“r

ef
er

s t
o 

th
e 

m
an

ne
r i

n 
w

hi
ch

 it
 a

pp
ea

rs
” 

(R
od

ge
rs

 a
nd

 T
ho

rs
on

 2
00

0)
 

N
on

-m
et

ric
:  

So
ci

al
 v

s. 
no

n-
so

ci
al

 
ad

 

Za
ro

ua
li 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
8)

 
1 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 m

or
e 

fa
vo

ra
bl

e 
at

tit
ud

e 
fo

r 
so

ci
al

 a
ds

  

A
d 

lo
ca

tio
n 

Lo
ca

tio
n 

of
 th

e 
ad

 o
n 

so
ci

al
 

m
ed

ia
 p

la
tfo

rm
s a

nd
 si

te
s 

N
on

-m
et

ric
: 

A
d 

lo
ca

te
d 

in
si

de
 v

s. 
ou

ts
id

e 
th

e 
Fa

ce
bo

ok
 

tim
el

in
e 

B
an

g 
an

d 
Le

e 
(2

01
6)

 
1 

N
o 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 

di
ffe

re
nc

es
 

A
d 

pa
th

 
Th

e 
w

ay
 h

ow
 a

ds
 a

re
 se

nt
 to

 
in

di
vi

du
al

s (
B

an
g 

an
d 

Le
e 

20
16

) 
N

on
-m

et
ric

: 
D

ire
ct

 (r
ec

ei
ve

d 
fro

m
 

br
an

ds
) v

s. 
in

di
re

ct
 

pa
th

 (r
ec

ei
ve

d 
fro

m
 

cl
os

e 
fri

en
ds

) 

B
an

g 
an

d 
Le

e 
(2

01
6)

 
1 

N
o 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 

di
ffe

re
nc

es
 

 



PAPER III 
 

193 
 

A
pp

ea
l o

f b
ra

nd
 

po
st

 
“M

es
sa

ge
 a

pp
ea

ls
 re

fe
rs

 [.
.] 

to
 

th
e 

ov
er

al
l s

ty
le

 o
f t

he
 

ad
ve

rti
si

ng
 […

] r
at

he
r t

ha
n 

th
e 

de
ta

ils
 o

f m
es

sa
ge

 c
la

im
s a

nd
 

fo
rm

at
s”

 (P
er

cy
 a

nd
 R

os
si

te
r 

19
92

) 

N
on

-m
et

ric
: 

Em
ot

io
na

l (
em

ot
io

ns
 

an
d 

se
ns

or
ia

l 
el

em
en

ts
) v

s. 
in

fo
rm

at
io

na
l 

(o
bj

ec
tiv

e 
fa

ct
s)

 
co

nt
en

t a
nd

 a
pp

ea
l 

C
er

ve
llo

n 
an

d 
G

al
ip

ie
nz

o 
(2

01
5)

 
1 

N
o 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 

di
ffe

re
nc

es
 

C
on

st
ru

al
-

re
la

te
d 

m
es

sa
ge

s 

“C
on

st
ru

al
 le

ve
l t

he
or

y 
su

gg
es

ts
 

th
at

 te
m

po
ra

l d
is

ta
nc

e,
 d

ef
in

ed
 a

s 
th

e 
pe

rc
ei

ve
d 

pr
ox

im
ity

 o
f a

n 
ev

en
t i

n 
tim

e,
 c

an
 in

flu
en

ce
 a

n 
in

di
vi

du
al

's 
re

ac
tio

n 
to

 fu
tu

re
 

ev
en

ts
 b

y 
ch

an
gi

ng
 h

is
 o

r h
er

 
m

en
ta

l r
ep

re
se

nt
at

io
ns

 o
f t

ho
se

 
ev

en
ts

” 
(K

im
 e

t a
l. 

20
16

) 

N
on

-m
et

ric
:  

H
ig

h-
le

ve
l v

s. 
lo

w
-

le
ve

l c
on

st
ru

al
-

re
la

te
d 

m
es

sa
ge

  

K
im

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
6)

 
1 

N
o 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 

di
ffe

re
nc

es
 

C
on

te
nt

 o
f 

br
an

d 
po

st
 

It 
re

fe
rs

 to
 c

on
te

nt
 ty

pe
 

ex
pr

es
se

d 
by

 b
ra

nd
 p

os
t  

N
on

-m
et

ric
: 

H
ot

el
 v

s. 
ci

ty
-re

la
te

d 
co

nt
en

t 

C
er

ve
llo

n 
an

d 
G

al
ip

ie
nz

o 
(2

01
5)

 
1 

N
o 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 

di
ffe

re
nc

es
 

Fa
n 

pa
ge

 d
es

ig
n 

ch
ar

ac
te

ris
tic

s 
In

cl
ud

es
 la

yo
ut

, n
av

ig
at

io
n,

 
do

w
nl

oa
d 

sp
ee

d 
an

d 
ho

w
 e

as
y 

th
e 

us
ag

e 
of

 fa
n 

pa
ge

s i
s  

(M
an

th
io

u 
et

 a
l. 

20
14

) 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

M
an

th
io

u 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

4)
 

1 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 p
os

iti
ve

 
ef

fe
ct

 

H
as

ht
ag

 
W

ith
in

 so
ci

al
 m

ed
ia

, t
he

 sy
m

bo
l 

# 
is

 a
 fo

rm
at

 o
f t

ag
gi

ng
 

pr
ec

ed
in

g 
ke

yw
or

ds
, w

hi
ch

 “
ca

n 
be

 se
ar

ch
ed

 fo
r a

 c
ol

le
ct

iv
e 

di
sp

la
y 

of
 re

la
te

d 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n”
 

(S
hi

n 
et

 a
l. 

20
18

) 

N
on

-m
et

ric
: 

H
as

ht
ag

s u
se

d 
ye

s 
vs

. n
o 

Sh
in

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
8)

 
1 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 d

iff
er

en
ce

s 
(b

ut
 n

ot
 sp

ec
ifi

ed
 in

 
m

or
e 

de
ta

il)
 

H
as

ht
ag

-re
la

te
d 

m
ar

ke
tin

g 
ac

tiv
iti

es
 

Ca
te

go
riz

at
io

n 
of

 h
as

ht
ag

s 
re

la
te

d 
to

 d
iff

er
en

t m
ar

ke
tin

g 
ac

tiv
iti

es
 (S

hi
n 

et
 a

l. 
20

18
) 

N
on

-m
et

ric
: 

Pr
ic

e 
vs

. p
la

ce
 v

s. 
pr

om
ot

io
n 

vs
. 

pr
od

uc
t-r

el
at

ed
 

ha
sh

ta
gs

 

Sh
in

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
8)

 
1 

N
o 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 

di
ffe

re
nc

es
 

 



PAPER III 
 

194 
 

Is
su

e 
in

vo
lv

em
en

t 
It 

is
 d

ef
in

ed
 “

as
 th

e 
at

te
nt

io
n 

to
 

an
 in

ta
ng

ib
le

 a
tti

tu
de

 o
bj

ec
t s

uc
h 

as
 to

pi
cs

, i
de

as
 o

r v
al

ue
s t

ha
t 

de
riv

es
 fr

om
 it

s r
el

ev
an

ce
 o

r 
im

po
rta

nc
e 

to
 in

di
vi

du
al

s”
 

(S
eg

ev
 e

t a
l. 

(2
01

4)
 

N
on

-m
et

ric
: 

H
ig

h 
vs

. l
ow

 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

ta
l i

ss
ue

 
in

vo
lv

em
en

t 

Se
ge

v 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

4)
 

1 
N

o 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 
di

ffe
re

nc
es

 

N
et

w
or

k 
tie

 
In

te
ns

e 
us

ag
e 

of
 li

nk
ag

es
 

be
tw

ee
n 

ad
ve

rti
se

r a
nd

 
co

ns
um

er
s e

na
bl

e 
ef

fic
ie

nt
 

di
ss

em
in

at
io

n 
of

 a
d 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

an
d 

ac
ce

ss
 to

 re
so

ur
ce

s (
Le

e 
20

16
) 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

Le
e 

(2
01

6)
 

1 
N

o 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 e
ffe

ct
 

Pr
od

uc
t 

in
vo

lv
em

en
t 

In
di

vi
du

al
's 

en
du

rin
g 

pe
rc

ep
tio

n 
of

 th
e 

re
le

va
nc

e 
of

 th
e 

pr
od

uc
t, 

de
pe

nd
in

g 
on

 th
ei

r n
ee

ds
, v

al
ue

s, 
an

d 
in

te
re

st
s)

 (B
el

an
ch

e 
et

 a
l. 

20
17

) 

M
et

ric
: 

H
ig

h 
vs

. l
ow

 p
ro

du
ct

 
in

vo
lv

em
en

t 

B
el

an
ch

e 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

7)
 

1 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 p
os

iti
ve

 
ef

fe
ct

 

So
ci

al
 d

is
ta

nc
e 

It 
“r

ef
er

s t
o 

th
e 

pe
rc

ei
ve

d 
ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
l d

is
ta

nc
e 

fro
m

 th
e 

se
lf 

to
w

ar
d 

an
ot

he
r i

nd
iv

id
ua

l o
r 

ot
he

r g
ro

up
s (

K
im

 e
t a

l. 
20

16
)  

N
on

-m
et

ric
: 

N
ew

sf
ee

d 
vs

. 
tim

el
in

e 
(p

sy
ch

ol
og

ic
al

 
di

st
an

ce
) 

K
im

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
6)

 
1 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 d

iff
er

en
ce

s 
(b

ut
 n

ot
 sp

ec
ifi

ed
 in

 
m

or
e 

de
ta

il)
 

 

St
ru

ct
ur

ed
 

co
nt

en
t 

Pa
tte

rn
s o

f l
in

ka
ge

s (
de

ns
ity

, 
co

nn
ec

tiv
ity

, a
nd

 h
ie

ra
rc

hy
) a

nd
 

ap
pr

op
ria

te
 o

rg
an

iz
at

io
n 

of
 

co
nt

en
t c

re
at

ed
 fo

r t
he

 u
sa

ge
 b

y 
in

di
vi

du
al

s (
Le

e 
20

16
) 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

Le
e 

(2
01

6)
 

1 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 p
os

iti
ve

 
ef

fe
ct

 

V
iv

id
ne

ss
 

“R
ep

re
se

nt
at

io
na

l r
ic

hn
es

s o
f a

 
m

ed
ia

te
d 

en
vi

ro
nm

en
t i

s d
ef

in
ed

 
by

 it
s f

or
m

al
 fe

at
ur

es
; t

ha
t i

s, 
th

e 
w

ay
 in

 w
hi

ch
 a

n 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t 
pr

es
en

ts
 in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
to

 th
e 

se
ns

es
, s

uc
h 

as
 v

id
eo

s, 
im

ag
es

, 
st

at
us

es
, a

nd
 li

nk
s”

 (K
uj

ur
 a

nd
 

Si
ng

h 
20

17
) 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

K
uj

ur
 a

nd
 S

in
gh

 (2
01

7)
  

1 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 p
os

iti
ve

 
ef

fe
ct

 

 



PAPER III 
 

195 
 

B
ra

nd
-r

el
at

ed
 fa

ct
or

s 
A

tti
tu

de
 to

w
ar

d 
th

e 
br

an
d 

In
di

vi
du

al
’s

 in
te

rn
al

 e
va

lu
at

io
n 

of
 

th
e 

br
an

d 
(M

itc
he

ll 
an

d 
O

ls
on

 
19

81
) 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

B
rig

ht
 a

nd
 L

og
an

 (2
01

8)
, C

ol
to

n 
(2

01
8)

 
2 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 p

os
iti

ve
 

ef
fe

ct
 

Se
lf-

br
an

d 
co

ng
ru

ity
 

In
di

vi
du

al
's 

id
en

tif
ic

at
io

n 
an

d 
as

se
ss

m
en

t o
f t

he
ir 

so
ci

al
 p

re
st

ig
e 

w
ith

 th
e 

ad
ve

rti
se

d 
br

an
d 

(C
el

eb
i 

20
15

) 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

C
el

eb
i (

20
15

), 
Ta

yl
or

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
1)

 
2 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 p

os
iti

ve
 

ef
fe

ct
 

A
tti

tu
de

 to
w

ar
d 

ho
te

l t
w

ee
ts

  
In

di
vi

du
al

’s
 in

te
rn

al
 e

va
lu

at
io

n 
of

 
br

an
d-

re
la

te
d 

tw
ee

ts
 o

r a
cc

ou
nt

s 
 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

A
la

ns
ar

i e
t a

l. 
(2

01
8)

 
1 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 p

os
iti

ve
 

ef
fe

ct
 

B
ra

nd
 b

on
ds

 
Th

e 
bo

nd
in

g 
th

at
 in

di
vi

du
al

s 
bu

ild
 u

p 
w

ith
 b

ra
nd

s s
uc

h 
as

 
co

m
m

itm
en

t o
r a

tta
ch

m
en

t t
o 

br
an

ds
 (L

ee
 2

01
6)

 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

Le
e 

(2
01

6)
 

1 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 p
os

iti
ve

 
ef

fe
ct

 

B
ra

nd
 

co
ns

ci
ou

sn
es

s 
In

di
vi

du
al

s a
re

 d
es

cr
ib

ed
 a

s 
br

an
d-

co
ns

ci
ou

s a
s t

ho
se

 w
ho

 
ha

ve
 a

 h
ig

h 
at

te
nt

io
n 

fo
r b

ra
nd

s 
an

d 
ta

ke
 a

n 
ac

tiv
e 

in
te

re
st

 in
 

br
an

ds
 (C

hu
 e

t a
l. 

20
13

) 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

C
hu

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
3)

 
1 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 p

os
iti

ve
 

ef
fe

ct
 

C
or

po
ra

te
 

im
ag

e 
co

ns
is

te
nc

y 

C
on

si
st

en
cy

 b
et

w
ee

n 
co

rp
or

at
e 

im
ag

e 
an

d 
se

nt
 m

es
sa

ge
s t

o 
ta

rg
et

 
au

di
en

ce
s (

C
ol

to
n 

20
18

) 

N
/A

 
C

ol
to

n 
(2

01
8)

 
1 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 p

os
iti

ve
 

ef
fe

ct
 

C
or

po
ra

te
 

re
pu

ta
tio

n 
O

ve
ra

ll 
em

ot
io

na
l a

tta
ch

m
en

t o
f 

in
di

vi
du

al
s t

o 
a 

fir
m

 (B
oa

te
ng

 
an

d 
O

ko
e 

20
15

b)
 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

B
oa

te
ng

 a
nd

 O
ko

e 
(2

01
5b

) 
1 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 p

os
iti

ve
 

ef
fe

ct
 

A
d-

re
la

te
d 

so
ci

oe
co

no
m

ic
 fa

ct
or

s 
M

at
er

ia
lis

m
 

Se
t o

f b
el

ie
f s

tru
ct

ur
es

 a
nd

 
co

nc
er

ns
 th

at
 a

dv
er

tis
in

g 
em

ph
as

iz
es

 c
on

su
m

pt
io

n 
as

 th
e 

ro
ut

e 
to

 m
os

t s
at

is
fa

ct
io

n 
(P

ol
la

y 
an

d 
M

itt
al

 1
99

3)
  

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

B
oa

te
ng

 a
nd

 O
ko

e 
(2

01
5b

), 
Ch

u 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

3)
, M

ir 
(2

01
5)

, M
irm

eh
di

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
7)

 
4 

M
ix

ed
: S

ig
ni

fic
an

t 
ne

ga
tiv

e 
ef

fe
ct

 
(B

oa
te

ng
 a

nd
 O

ko
e 

20
15

b;
 M

irm
eh

di
 e

t a
l. 

20
17

); 
no

 si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 

ef
fe

ct
 (C

hu
 e

t a
l. 

20
13

; 
M

ir 
20

15
) 

 



PAPER III 
 

196 
 

V
al

ue
 

co
rr

up
tio

n 
A

dv
er

tis
in

g 
ca

n 
sh

ap
e 

or
 c

or
ru

pt
 

in
di

vi
du

al
’s

 v
al

ue
 b

ut
 b

y 
fo

cu
si

ng
 

on
 n

eg
at

iv
e 

va
lu

es
 (P

ol
la

y 
an

d 
M

itt
al

 1
99

3)
 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

B
oa

te
ng

 a
nd

 O
ko

e 
(2

01
5b

), 
Ch

u 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

3)
, M

ir 
(2

01
5)

, M
irm

eh
di

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
7)

 
4 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 n

eg
at

iv
e 

ef
fe

ct
 (e

xc
ep

t M
ir 

20
15

, n
o 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 

ef
fe

ct
) 

Fa
lsi

ty
 / 

no
 

se
ns

e 
A

dv
er

tis
in

g 
is

 p
ur

po
se

fu
lly

 
m

is
le

ad
in

g 
an

d 
do

es
 n

ot
 p

ro
vi

de
 

a 
tru

e 
pi

ct
ur

e 
of

 p
ro

du
ct

s a
nd

 
se

rv
ic

es
 th

ro
ug

h 
m

an
ip

ul
at

io
n 

(P
ol

la
y 

an
d 

M
itt

al
 1

99
3)

 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

Ch
u 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
3)

, M
ir 

(2
01

5)
 

2 
M

ix
ed

: S
ig

ni
fic

an
t 

ne
ga

tiv
e 

ef
fe

ct
 (C

hu
 e

t 
al

. 2
01

3)
; n

o 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 e
ff

ec
t (

M
ir 

20
15

) 

G
oo

d 
fo

r t
he

 
ec

on
om

y 
A

dv
er

tis
in

g 
"s

pe
ed

s a
cc

ep
ta

nc
e 

of
 n

ew
 g

oo
ds

 a
nd

 te
ch

no
lo

gi
es

, 
fo

st
er

s f
ul

l e
m

pl
oy

m
en

t, 
lo

w
er

s 
th

e 
av

er
ag

e 
co

st
 o

f p
ro

du
ct

io
n,

 
pr

om
ot

es
 a

 h
ea

lth
y 

co
m

pe
tit

io
n 

be
tw

ee
n 

pr
od

uc
er

s t
o 

al
l 

co
ns

um
er

s' 
be

ne
fit

, a
nd

 g
en

er
al

ly
 

is
 a

 p
ru

de
nt

 u
se

 o
f n

at
io

na
l 

re
so

ur
ce

s t
ha

t r
ai

se
s t

he
 a

ve
ra

ge
 

st
an

da
rd

 o
f l

iv
in

g"
 (P

ol
la

y 
an

d 
M

itt
al

 1
99

3)
 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

M
ir 

(2
01

5)
, M

irm
eh

di
 e

t a
l. 

(2
01

7)
 

2 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 p
os

iti
ve

 
ef

fe
ct

 

So
ci

al
 ro

le
 a

nd
 

im
ag

e 
A

dv
er

tis
in

g 
pr

ov
id

es
 li

fe
st

yl
e 

im
ag

er
y,

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

ab
ou

t 
br

an
d-

re
la

te
d 

co
nt

en
t, 

po
rtr

ay
al

s 
of

 id
ea

liz
ed

 in
di

vi
du

al
s o

r 
as

so
ci

at
io

ns
 o

f s
ta

tu
s o

r p
re

st
ig

e 
(P

ol
la

y 
an

d 
M

itt
al

 1
99

3)
 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

M
irm

eh
di

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
7)

 
1 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 p

os
iti

ve
 

ef
fe

ct
 

A
d-

re
la

te
d 

ut
ili

ty
 fa

ct
or

s 
In

fo
rm

at
iv

en
es

s 
Th

e 
ab

ili
ty

 o
f a

dv
er

tis
in

g 
to

 
in

fo
rm

 in
di

vi
du

al
s a

bo
ut

 p
ro

du
ct

 
or

 se
rv

ic
es

 a
lte

rn
at

iv
es

 / 
 

ro
le

 o
f a

dv
er

tis
in

g 
pr

ov
id

in
g 

he
lp

fu
l a

nd
 re

le
va

nt
 in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
(D

uc
of

fe
 1

99
6)

 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

A
yd

in
 (2

01
8)

, C
hu

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
3)

, H
o 

an
d 

To
 (2

01
8)

, 
Ju

ng
 e

t a
l. 

(2
01

6)
, K

uj
ur

 a
nd

 S
in

gh
 (2

01
7)

, L
og

an
 e

t 
al

. (
20

12
), 

 M
ah

la
ng

u 
(2

01
4)

, M
an

th
io

u 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

4)
, 

M
ir 

(2
01

5)
, M

irm
eh

di
 e

t a
l. 

(2
01

7)
, M

uk
he

rh
ee

 a
nd

 
B

an
er

je
e 

(2
01

7)
, S

ha
re

ef
 e

t a
l. 

(2
01

9)
, S

hi
n 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
8)

 T
ay

lo
r e

t a
l. 

(2
01

1)
, Y

an
g 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
7)

 

17
 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 p

os
iti

ve
 

ef
fe

ct
 (e

xc
ep

t J
un

g 
et

 
al

. 2
01

6,
 n

o 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 
ef

fe
ct

; L
og

an
 e

t a
l. 

20
12

; n
o 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 

ef
fe

ct
; M

ah
la

ng
u 

20
14

, n
o 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 

ef
fe

ct
) 

 



PAPER III 
 

197 
 

En
te

rta
in

m
en

t 
In

di
vi

du
al

’s
 p

er
ce

pt
io

n 
of

 
ad

ve
rti

si
ng

 a
s b

ei
ng

 e
nt

er
ta

in
in

g,
 

ex
ci

tin
g,

 e
nj

oy
in

g 
or

 fu
n 

to
 u

se
 

(D
uc

of
fe

 1
99

6)
 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

A
yd

in
 (2

01
8)

, H
a 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
4)

, H
o 

an
d 

To
 (2

01
8)

, 
Ju

ng
 e

t a
l. 

(2
01

6)
,  

K
uj

ur
 a

nd
 S

in
gh

 (2
01

7)
,  

Lo
ga

n 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

2)
, M

an
th

io
u 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
4)

, M
ir 

(2
01

5)
, 

M
irm

eh
di

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
7)

, M
uk

he
rje

e 
an

d 
B

an
er

je
e 

(2
01

7)
, S

ha
re

ef
 e

t a
l. 

(2
01

9)
,  

Sh
in

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
8)

, 
Ta

yl
or

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
1)

, Y
an

g 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

7)
 

16
 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 p

os
iti

ve
 

ef
fe

ct
 (e

xc
ep

t J
un

g 
et

 
al

. 2
01

6,
 n

o 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 
ef

fe
ct

; S
ha

re
ef

 e
t a

l. 
20

19
, n

o 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 
ef

fe
ct

) 

C
re

di
bi

lit
y 

Th
e 

ex
te

nt
 to

 w
hi

ch
 in

di
vi

du
al

s 
pe

rc
ei

ve
 a

d 
cl

ai
m

s o
r a

ds
 to

 b
e 

cr
ed

ib
le

 a
nd

 b
el

ie
va

bl
e 

(M
ac

K
en

zi
e 

an
d 

Lu
tz

 1
98

9)
 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

A
yd

in
 (2

01
8)

, B
oa

te
ng

 a
nd

 O
ko

e 
(2

01
5b

), 
C

ol
to

n 
(2

01
8)

, H
as

sa
n 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
3)

, J
oh

ns
to

n 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

8)
, 

M
irm

eh
di

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
7)

, M
uk

he
rje

e 
an

d 
B

an
er

je
e 

(2
01

7)
, T

ho
o 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
8)

, T
ra

n 
(2

01
7)

, Y
aa

ko
p 

et
 

al
. (

20
13

), 
Y

an
g 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
7)

 

11
 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 p

os
iti

ve
 

ef
fe

ct
 (e

xc
ep

t H
as

sa
n 

et
 a

l. 
20

13
, n

o 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 e
ff

ec
t; 

Y
aa

ko
p 

et
 a

l. 
20

13
, n

o 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 e
ff

ec
t) 

A
dv

er
tis

in
g 

va
lu

e 
O

ve
ra

ll 
re

pr
es

en
ta

tio
n 

an
d 

su
bj

ec
tiv

e 
as

se
ss

m
en

t o
f t

he
 

w
or

th
 o

f a
dv

er
tis

in
g 

to
 

in
di

vi
du

al
s (

D
uc

of
fe

 1
99

6)
 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

A
yd

in
 (2

01
8)

, H
a 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
4)

, H
am

ou
da

 (2
01

8)
, 

H
as

sa
n 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
3)

, J
oh

ns
to

n 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

8)
, L

og
an

 e
t 

al
. (

20
12

), 
N

at
ar

aj
an

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
5)

, S
ha

re
ef

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
9)

 

9 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 p
os

iti
ve

 
ef

fe
ct

 

Pe
rs

on
al

iz
at

io
n 

In
di

vi
du

al
’s

 p
er

ce
pt

io
n 

th
at

 
ad

ve
rti

si
ng

 is
 p

er
so

na
liz

ed
 o

r 
cu

st
om

iz
ed

 a
ro

un
d 

pe
rs

on
al

 
ci

rc
um

st
an

ce
s (

e.
g.

, 
de

m
og

ra
ph

ic
s, 

pr
ef

er
en

ce
s, 

be
ha

vi
or

s, 
et

c.
) t

o 
ce

rta
in

 d
eg

re
es

 
or

 re
ce

iv
in

g 
pe

rs
on

al
iz

ed
 p

ric
es

, 
et

c.
 th

ro
ug

h 
ad

s (
Tr

an
 2

01
7)

 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

A
yd

in
 (2

01
8)

, H
as

sa
n 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
3)

, T
ra

n 
(2

01
7)

, 
W

al
ra

ve
 e

t a
l. 

(2
01

8)
 

6 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 p
os

iti
ve

 
ef

fe
ct

 

Ea
se

 o
f u

se
 

Th
e 

ex
te

nt
 th

at
 th

e 
in

te
ra

ct
io

n 
or

 
us

ag
e 

of
 a

dv
er

tis
in

g 
or

 
te

ch
no

lo
gi

es
 d

o 
no

t r
eq

ui
re

 a
ny

 
ph

ys
ic

al
 o

r m
en

ta
l e

ffo
rt,

 th
us

 
be

in
g 

ea
sy

 to
 le

ar
n 

(R
ui

z-
M

af
e 

et
 

al
. 2

01
3)

 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

Le
un

g 
an

d 
Ta

nf
or

d 
(2

01
6)

, L
in

 a
nd

 K
im

 (2
01

6)
, 

Lu
na

-N
ev

ar
ez

 a
nd

 T
or

re
s (

20
15

), 
M

uk
 (2

01
3)

, R
ui

z-
M

af
e 

et
 a

l. 
20

14
) 

5 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 p
os

iti
ve

 
ef

fe
ct

 

In
ce

nt
iv

es
 

Pr
ov

is
io

n 
of

 ta
ng

ib
le

 o
r 

in
ta

ng
ib

le
 in

ce
nt

iv
es

 o
r r

ew
ar

ds
 

to
 c

re
at

e 
va

lu
e 

fo
r i

nd
iv

id
ua

ls
 

(A
yd

in
 2

01
8)

 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

A
yd

in
 (2

01
8)

, J
un

g 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

6)
, K

uj
ur

 a
nd

 S
in

gh
 

(2
01

7)
, L

un
a-

N
ev

ar
ez

 a
nd

 T
or

re
s (

20
15

) 
5 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 p

os
iti

ve
 

ef
fe

ct
 

 



PAPER III 
 

198 
 

U
se

fu
ln

es
s 

Pe
rc

ep
tio

ns
 o

f g
en

er
al

 b
en

ef
its

 
fro

m
 a

dv
er

tis
in

g,
 w

hi
ch

 im
pr

ov
e 

in
di

vi
du

al
’s

 p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 o
r 

be
ha

vi
or

 (M
uk

 2
01

3)
 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

Le
un

g 
an

d 
Ta

nf
or

d 
(2

01
6)

, L
in

 a
nd

 K
im

 (2
01

6)
, 

Lu
na

-N
ev

ar
ez

 a
nd

 T
or

re
s (

20
15

), 
M

uk
 (2

01
3)

, R
ui

z-
M

af
e 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
4)

 

5 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 p
os

iti
ve

 
ef

fe
ct

 

In
fo

ta
in

m
en

t 
C

om
bi

na
tio

n 
of

 e
nt

er
ta

in
in

g 
an

d 
in

fo
rm

at
io

na
l e

le
m

en
ts

 
M

et
ric

: 
M

ul
ti-

ite
m

 
C

el
eb

i (
20

15
), 

H
as

sa
n 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
3)

, J
oh

ns
to

n 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

8)
 

3 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 p
os

iti
ve

 
ef

fe
ct

 

Tr
us

t 
Th

e 
pe

rc
ep

tio
n 

th
at

 a
dv

er
tis

in
g 

is
 

re
lia

bl
e,

 c
re

di
bl

e 
an

d 
tru

st
w

or
th

y 
 

(L
ee

 2
01

6)
 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

Le
e 

(2
01

6)
, R

ui
z-

M
af

e 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

4)
 

2 
M

ix
ed

: S
ig

ni
fic

an
t 

po
si

tiv
e 

ef
fe

ct
 (R

ui
z-

M
af

e 
et

 a
l. 

20
14

); 
no

 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 e
ff

ec
t (

Le
e 

20
16

) 

A
d-

re
la

te
d 

re
lu

ct
an

ce
 c

on
ce

rn
s 

Pr
iv

ac
y 

co
nc

er
ns

  
In

di
vi

du
al

’s
 c

on
ce

rn
s a

bo
ut

 th
ei

r 
lo

ss
 o

f p
riv

ac
y 

du
e 

to
 c

ol
le

ct
io

n 
or

 d
is

cl
os

ur
e 

of
 p

er
so

na
l 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

by
 fi

rm
s o

r 
ad

ve
rti

se
rs

 (T
ay

lo
r e

t a
l. 

20
11

) 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

C
el

eb
i (

20
15

), 
Ju

ng
 e

t a
l. 

20
16

), 
Le

e 
(2

01
6)

, L
in

 a
nd

 
K

im
 (2

01
6)

, M
ah

la
ng

u 
(2

01
4)

, T
ay

lo
r e

t a
l. 

(2
01

1)
, 

Th
oo

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
8)

, W
al

ra
ve

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
8)

, Y
aa

ko
p 

et
 

al
. (

20
13

) 

10
 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 n

eg
at

iv
e 

ef
fe

ct
 (e

xc
ep

t Y
aa

ko
p 

et
 a

l. 
20

13
, s

ig
ni

fic
an

t 
po

si
tiv

e 
ef

fe
ct

; J
un

g 
et

 
al

. 2
01

6,
 n

o 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 
ef

fe
ct

; W
al

ra
ve

 e
t a

l. 
20

18
, n

o 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 
ef

fe
ct

) 
In

tru
si

ve
ne

ss
 / 

in
va

si
ve

ne
ss

 
C

om
pl

ai
nt

s a
bo

ut
 a

dv
er

tis
in

g 
pr

ac
tic

es
 th

at
 in

te
rf

er
e 

or
 d

is
tra

ct
s 

an
 in

di
vi

du
al

's 
cu

rr
en

t  
pr

oc
es

se
s a

nd
 a

ct
iv

iti
es

 (L
i e

t a
l. 

20
02

) 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

C
el

eb
i (

20
15

), 
Ju

ng
 e

t a
l. 

(2
01

6)
, L

in
 a

nd
 K

im
 

(2
01

6)
, L

un
a-

N
ev

ar
ez

 a
nd

 T
or

re
s (

20
15

), 
M

ir 
(2

01
5)

, T
ay

lo
r e

t a
l. 

(2
01

1)
 

7 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 n
eg

at
iv

e 
ef

fe
ct

 (e
xc

ep
t J

un
g 

et
 

al
. 2

01
6,

 n
o 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 

ef
fe

ct
; M

ir 
20

15
, n

o 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 e
ff

ec
t) 

Ir
rit

at
io

n 
A

dv
er

tis
in

g 
te

ch
ni

qu
es

 th
at

 
an

no
y,

 o
ffe

nd
 o

r i
ns

ul
t a

re
 

pe
rc

ei
ve

d 
as

 a
n 

un
w

an
te

d 
or

 
irr

ita
tin

g 
in

flu
en

ce
 (D

uc
of

fe
 

19
96

) 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

A
yd

in
 (2

01
8)

, H
as

sa
n 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
3)

, L
ee

 (2
01

6)
, 

Lo
ga

n 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

2)
, M

ir 
(2

01
5)

, M
irm

eh
di

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
7)

, Y
an

g 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

7)
 

7 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 n
eg

at
iv

e 
ef

fe
ct

 (e
xc

ep
t H

as
sa

n 
et

 a
l. 

20
13

, n
o 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 e

ff
ec

t; 
Le

e 
20

16
, n

o 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 
ef

fe
ct

; M
irm

eh
di

 e
t a

l. 
20

17
, n

o 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 
ef

fe
ct

) 

 



PAPER III 
 

199 
 

A
dv

er
tis

in
g 

av
oi

da
nc

e 
In

di
vi

du
al

’s
 a

ct
iv

iti
es

 to
 p

re
ve

nt
 

th
ei

r e
xp

os
ur

e 
to

 a
dv

er
tis

in
g 

(T
ra

n 
20

17
) 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

Th
oo

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
8)

, T
ra

n 
(2

01
7)

, Y
ak

oo
p 

et
 a

l. 
20

13
) 

3 
M

ix
ed

:  
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 
ne

ga
tiv

e 
ef

fe
ct

 (T
ra

n 
20

17
); 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 

po
si

tiv
e 

ef
fe

ct
 

(Y
aa

ko
p 

et
 a

l. 
20

13
); 

no
 si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 e
ffe

ct
 

(T
ho

o 
et

 a
l. 

20
18

) 

A
dv

er
tis

in
g 

sk
ep

tic
is

m
 

In
di

vi
du

al
’s

 p
re

di
sp

os
iti

on
 to

 
di

sb
el

ie
ve

 th
e 

m
es

sa
ge

s c
on

ve
ye

d 
by

 a
dv

er
tis

in
g 

 
(T

ra
n 

20
17

) 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

Tr
an

 (2
01

7)
 

1 
N

o 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 e
ffe

ct
 

C
on

tro
ve

rs
ia

l a
d 

pe
rc

ep
tio

n 
A

ds
 p

er
ce

iv
ed

 a
s c

on
tro

ve
rs

ia
l 

re
fe

r t
o 

im
ag

es
, t

he
m

es
 o

r s
lo

ga
ns

 
w

hi
ch

 p
ur

po
se

ly
 e

vo
ke

 fe
el

in
gs

 
of

 sh
am

e,
 d

is
gu

st
, r

es
en

tm
en

t o
r 

in
di

gn
at

io
n 

(K
ad

ić
-M

ag
la

jli
ć 

et
 

al
. 2

01
7)

 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

K
ad

ić
-M

ag
la

jli
ć 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
7)

 
1 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 n

eg
at

iv
e 

ef
fe

ct
 

C
on

se
qu

en
ce

s 
D

ef
in

iti
on

 / 
D

es
cr

ip
tio

n 
O

pe
ra

tio
na

liz
at

io
n 

R
ef

er
en

ce
s 

Fr
eq

.*
 

Su
m

m
ar

y 
of

 fi
nd

in
gs

 

B
ra

nd
-r

el
at

ed
 a

tt
itu

de
s a

nd
 in

te
nt

io
ns

 
A

tti
tu

de
 to

w
ar

d 
th

e 
br

an
d 

In
di

vi
du

al
’s

 in
te

rn
al

 e
va

lu
at

io
n 

of
 

th
e 

br
an

d 
(M

itc
he

ll 
an

d 
O

ls
on

 
19

81
) 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

A
la

ns
ar

i e
t a

l. 
(2

01
8)

, H
o 

an
d 

To
 (2

01
8)

, K
ad

ić
-

M
ag

la
jli

ć 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

7)
, L

eu
ng

 a
nd

 B
al

og
lu

 (2
01

5)
, 

Le
un

g 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

5)
, L

eu
ng

 a
nd

 Ji
an

g 
(2

01
8)

 

7 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 p
os

iti
ve

 
ef

fe
ct

 

In
te

nt
io

n 
to

 jo
in

 
th

e 
br

an
d'

s f
an

 
pa

ge
 

In
di

vi
du

al
’s

 in
te

nt
io

n 
to

 jo
in

 th
e 

br
an

d'
s s

oc
ia

l m
ed

ia
 fa

n 
pa

ge
 (b

y 
cl

ic
ki

ng
 li

ke
) 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

C
er

ve
llo

n 
an

d 
G

al
ip

ie
nz

o 
(2

01
5)

, J
un

g 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

6)
, 

Le
un

g 
an

d 
Ta

nf
or

d 
(2

01
6)

, M
uk

 (2
01

3)
 

7 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 p
os

iti
ve

 
ef

fe
ct

 

Fa
n 

pa
ge

 
lo

ya
lty

 a
nd

 
co

nt
in

ue
d 

ac
tiv

e 
us

ag
e 

To
 c

on
tin

ue
 u

si
ng

 th
e 

fa
n 

pa
ge

 
(in

 th
e 

fu
tu

re
) a

ct
iv

el
y 

(R
ui

z-
M

af
e 

et
 a

l. 
20

14
) 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

H
a 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
4)

, M
an

th
io

u 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

4)
, R

ui
z-

M
af

e 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

4)
, S

an
z-

B
la

s e
t a

l. 
(2

01
7)

 
5 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 p

os
iti

ve
 

ef
fe

ct
 

A
tti

tu
de

 to
w

ar
d 

th
e 

ac
co

un
t 

In
di

vi
du

al
’s

 in
te

rn
al

 e
va

lu
at

io
n 

of
 

br
an

d 
or

 fi
rm

-re
la

te
d 

so
ci

al
 m

ed
ia

 
ac

co
un

ts
 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

A
la

ns
ar

i e
t a

l. 
(2

01
8)

 
1 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 p

os
iti

ve
 

ef
fe

ct
 

 



PAPER III 
 

200 
 

Pu
rc

ha
se

 in
te

nt
io

n 
Pu

rc
ha

se
 

in
te

nt
io

n 
In

di
vi

du
al

’s
 c

on
sc

io
us

 p
la

n 
to

 
m

ak
e 

an
 e

ffo
rt 

to
 p

ur
ch

as
e 

a 
br

an
d 

(S
pe

ar
s a

nd
 S

in
gh

 2
00

4)
 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

H
a 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
4)

, K
ad

ić
-M

ag
la

jli
ć 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
7)

, L
un

a-
N

ev
ar

ez
 a

nd
 T

or
re

s (
20

15
), 

Li
n 

an
d 

K
im

 (2
01

6)
, 

M
uk

he
rje

e 
an

d 
B

an
er

je
e 

(2
01

7)
 

5 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 p
os

iti
ve

 
ef

fe
ct

 

B
oo

ki
ng

 o
r s

ta
y 

in
te

nt
io

n 
In

di
vi

du
al

’s
 c

on
sc

io
us

 p
la

n 
to

 
bo

ok
 o

r s
ta

y 
(a

t a
 h

ot
el

) 
M

et
ric

: 
M

ul
ti-

ite
m

 
C

er
ve

llo
n 

an
d 

G
al

lip
ie

nz
o 

(2
01

5)
, L

eu
ng

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
5)

 
3 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 p

os
iti

ve
 

ef
fe

ct
 

V
is

it 
in

te
nt

io
n 

In
di

vi
du

al
’s

 c
on

sc
io

us
 p

la
n 

to
 

vi
si

t a
n 

at
tra

ct
io

n 
or

 p
la

ce
 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

H
o 

an
d 

To
 (2

01
8)

, L
eu

ng
 a

nd
 J

ia
ng

 (2
01

8)
 

2 
M

ix
ed

: S
ig

ni
fic

an
t 

po
si

tiv
e 

ef
fe

ct
 (H

o 
an

d 
To

 2
01

8)
; n

o 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 e
ff

ec
t 

(L
eu

ng
 a

nd
 Ji

an
g 

20
18

) 

E
W

O
M

 in
te

nt
io

ns
 

In
te

nt
io

n 
of

 
eW

O
M

 
In

di
vi

du
al

’s
 in

te
nt

io
n 

to
 sh

ar
e,

 
co

m
m

en
t o

r l
ik

e 
ad

s o
r 

re
co

m
m

en
d 

pr
od

uc
ts

 o
r s

er
vi

ce
s 

ad
ve

rti
se

d 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

Le
un

g 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

5)
, L

un
a-

N
ev

ar
ez

 a
nd

 T
or

re
s 

(2
01

5)
, M

uk
he

rje
e 

an
d 

B
an

er
je

e 
(2

01
7)

 
4 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 p

os
iti

ve
 

ef
fe

ct
 

So
ci

al
 

in
te

ra
ct

io
n 

be
ha

vi
or

 

In
di

vi
du

al
’s

 c
on

tri
bu

tio
n 

to
 so

ci
al

 
m

ed
ia

 u
si

ng
 so

ci
al

 in
te

ra
ct

io
n 

w
ith

 a
dv

er
tis

er
s a

nd
 o

th
er

 
co

ns
um

er
s a

bo
ut

 th
e 

ad
ve

rti
se

d 
pr

od
uc

t/b
ra

nd
 (J

oh
ns

to
n 

et
 a

l. 
20

18
) 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

Jo
hn

st
on

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
8)

 
1 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 p

os
iti

ve
 

ef
fe

ct
 

G
en

er
al

 b
eh

av
io

r 
an

d 
in

te
nt

io
ns

  
G

en
er

al
 

m
es

sa
ge

 
in

te
ra

ct
io

n 
be

ha
vi

or
s o

r 
in

te
nt

io
ns

 

V
ar

io
us

 in
di

vi
du

al
’s

 b
eh

av
io

rs
 o

r 
in

te
nt

io
ns

 re
ga

rd
in

g 
ad

s (
e.

g.
, 

cl
ic

ki
ng

, i
gn

or
in

g,
 p

ay
in

g 
at

te
nt

io
n,

 u
si

ng
, s

ea
rc

hi
ng

, 
ac

ce
pt

in
g,

 re
ce

iv
in

g,
 le

av
in

g 
si

te
s)

 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

A
m

eg
be

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
7)

, B
oa

te
ng

 a
nd

 O
ko

e 
(2

01
5a

), 
C

hu
 e

t a
l. 

(2
01

3)
, H

am
ou

da
 (2

01
8)

, J
oh

ns
to

n 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

8)
, K

am
al

 a
nd

 C
hu

 (2
01

2)
, M

ah
la

ng
u 

(2
01

4)
, 

N
at

ar
aj

an
 e

t a
l. 

(2
01

5)
, T

ra
n 

(2
01

7)
, Y

an
g 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
7)

 

10
 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 p

os
iti

ve
 

ef
fe

ct
 

C
lic

k 
in

te
nt

io
n 

In
te

nd
ed

 a
ct

io
n 

in
iti

at
ed

 b
y 

in
di

vi
du

al
s t

o 
cl

ic
k 

on
 a

ds
, w

hi
ch

 
re

di
re

ct
s t

he
m

 to
 fu

rth
er

 w
eb

si
te

s 
fo

r m
or

e 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
(M

ir 
et

 a
l. 

20
15

) 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 a

nd
 si

ng
le

 
ite

m
 

M
ir 

(2
01

5)
, M

ir 
(2

01
7)

, Z
ha

ng
 a

nd
 M

ao
 (2

01
6)

 
3 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 p

os
iti

ve
 

ef
fe

ct
 

 



PAPER III 
 

201 
 

A
d-

re
la

te
d 

re
lu

ct
an

ce
 a

nd
 c

on
ce

rn
s 

Pr
iv

ac
y 

co
nc

er
ns

 
In

di
vi

du
al

’s
 c

on
ce

rn
s a

bo
ut

 th
ei

r 
lo

ss
 o

f p
riv

ac
y 

du
e 

to
 c

ol
le

ct
io

n 
or

 d
is

cl
os

ur
e 

of
 p

er
so

na
l 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

by
 fi

rm
s o

r 
ad

ve
rti

se
rs

 (T
ay

lo
r e

t a
l. 

20
11

) 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

B
rig

ht
 a

nd
 L

og
an

 (2
01

8)
 

1 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 p
os

iti
ve

 
ef

fe
ct

 

So
ci

al
 m

ed
ia

 
fa

tig
ue

 
In

di
vi

du
al

’s
 te

nd
en

cy
 to

 b
ac

k 
aw

ay
 fr

om
 so

ci
al

 m
ed

ia
 u

sa
ge

 
w

he
n 

th
ey

 b
ec

om
e 

ov
er

w
he

lm
ed

, 
e.

g.
, w

ith
 to

o 
m

an
y 

si
te

s o
r 

co
nt

en
t (

B
rig

ht
 a

nd
 L

og
an

 2
01

8)
 

M
et

ric
: 

M
ul

ti-
ite

m
 

B
rig

ht
 a

nd
 L

og
an

 (2
01

8)
 

1 
N

o 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 e
ffe

ct
 

*F
re

qu
en

ci
es

 in
cl

ud
e 

di
re

ct
 m

ai
n 

an
d 

in
di

re
ct

 (m
ed

ia
te

d)
 c

au
se

-a
nd

-e
ffe

ct
 re

la
tio

ns
. A

rti
cl

es
 c

an
 c

on
tri

bu
te

 m
or

e 
th

an
 o

ne
 a

nt
ec

ed
en

t o
r c

on
se

qu
en

ce
 d

ue
 to

 a
gg

re
ga

tio
n 

of
 

si
m

ila
r c

on
st

ru
ct

s o
r m

ul
tip

le
 te

st
ed

 st
ud

ie
s, 

sc
en

ar
io

s, 
et

c.
 w

ith
 th

e 
sa

m
e 

an
te

ce
de

nt
s o

r c
on

se
qu

en
ce

s (
e.

g.
, J

un
g 

et
 a

l. 
20

16
; L

eu
ng

 a
nd

 T
an

df
or

d 
20

16
). 

Th
e 

an
te

ce
de

nt
 

ov
er

al
l b

el
ie

fs
 fr

om
 K

am
al

 a
nd

 C
hu

 (2
01

2)
 is

 n
ot

 in
cl

ud
ed

. T
he

 v
ar

ia
bl

e 
ag

gr
eg

at
es

 se
ve

n 
di

ffe
re

nt
 v

ar
ia

bl
es

.  
  



PAPER III 
 

202 
 

They showed significant differences between various age groups. For example, 

younger users below the age of 20 have less favorable attitudes toward Twitter advertising 

compared to older users aged between 20 and 50 and users belonging to age groups 20-30 and 

41-50 have more favorable attitudes toward YouTube advertising compared to users aged 

below 20 and between 31. The effects of affective and cognitive elaboration, income, 

nationality, self-disclosure, self-presentation, college year of study and consumer groups and 

on attitudes toward social media advertising have also been investigated in past studies, their 

results are depicted in Table 3. 

 Societal and interaction factors. This category summarizes six antecedents, which 

relate to the social environment, influence, or interaction of consumers. Notably, the relation 

between the social influence of other individuals on consumers’ behavior or mind-set on 

attitude toward social media advertising received the highest attention within this category (n 

= 4) showing significant positive effects. In this context, three types of social influence, 

namely, compliance, identification, and internalization, were frequently studied as well (n = 

2). Leung and Baloglu (2015) and Leung and Tanford (2016) showed that identification and 

internalization with a hotel Facebook page have positive effects on attitudes toward the hotel 

Facebook page. In contrast to their expectations, compliance has negative effects on attitudes 

toward hotel Facebook pages. Further, the effect of parasocial interaction is tested as well (see 

Table 3). 

Social media experience and usage motivations. This main category contains 14 

antecedents about consumers’ social media experience or behavior and their motivations and 

needs to use social media in general. Consumers’ usage behavior of social media gained a 

high interest in academic research (n = 7). Although most findings reveal that time spent on or 

usage frequency of social media has no significant effect on attitudes toward social media 

advertising, three studies reported contradictory results. Kamal and Chu (2012) indicated that 
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users, who have a high usage intensity of social media, also have more favorable attitudes 

than users with low usage intensities. Findings of Jung et al. (2016) and Thoo et al. (2018) are 

congruent with the ones of Kamal and Chu (2012); however, they only reported that 

significant differences exist but did not specify them. Beyond, social media experience is also 

analyzed in the majority of studies (n = 3). Leung et al. (2015) and Leung and Jiang (2018) 

showed that social media experiences have positive effects on attitudes toward social media 

advertising. Individual media dependency, number of friends, and social media boredom were 

studied at least twice within the studies. Ruiz-Mafe et al. (2014) and Sanz-Blas et al. (2017) 

found that consumers’ media dependency has positive effects on attitudes toward social media 

advertising. Consumers’ number of friends on social media has no effect on attitudes, while 

higher boredom of social media leads to less favorable attitudes toward social media 

advertising. In addition, hedonic, functional, psychological and social needs, fear of missing 

out, quality of life, social escapism motivation, structure time, and an aggregation of quality 

of life, structure time, and peer influence are analyzed as well (see Table 3).  

 Structural and platform attributes. This category summarizes 20 different antecedents, 

which mainly includes structural or configurational attributes or contents of ads. They can be 

directly designed by marketers or depend on the corresponding social media platforms and 

sites, who place the ads. The majority of studies (n = 5) investigated the effect of interactivity 

on attitudes toward social media advertising. They reveal that interactive ads or messages 

have positive effects on attitudes (e.g., Kujur and Singh 2017; Shin et al. 2018). Ad Arousal, 

congruency, message content, and message format received high attention as well in this 

category (n = 2). Message content, including either brand, product, or interactive-related, 

showed no significant differences among attitudes (Leung et al. 2017). The main effect of 

arousal shows mixed results. Belanche et al. (2017) found in their first study that the effect for 

high arousal stimuli on attitudes is higher than for low arousal stimuli, however, they did not 
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find the same main effect in their second study. The same accounts for the chosen message 

format. Leung et al. (2017) showed in their first study that consumers’ have significantly 

more favorable attitudes toward the ad when the ad contains pictures compared to purely text 

or web link formats. However, the second study does not confirm the main effect of the first 

study. Belanche et al. (2017) showed that the main effect of congruency of the ad with its 

surrounding context on attitude has no significant differences, while Segev et al. (2014) found 

that an ad-congruent context leads to more positive attitudes compared to a non-congruent 

context. The other antecedents report clear findings. The effects of further structural and 

platform attributes like ad format, location, and ad path, appeal or content of brand post, fan 

page design, usage of hashtags, issue involvement, message type, network tie, product 

involvement, social distance, structured content, and vividness are shown in Table 3.  

 Brand-related factors. This category involves seven different antecedents, which refer 

to brand-related issues or perceptions about the brand or firm. A small majority of studies (n = 

2) analyzed self-brand congruity and consumers’ attitudes toward the brand. High consumer-

brand congruity leads to more favorable attitudes toward social network or Facebook 

advertising (Celebi 2015; Taylor et al. 2011). Consumers’ attitudes toward the brand or 

corporation have positive effects on attitudes toward social media advertising or corporate 

blogs (Bright and Logan 2015; Colton 2018). Further, studies investigated the effects of 

attitude toward hotel tweets, brand bonds, brand consciousness, corporate image consistency, 

and corporate reputation (see Table 3). 

 Ad-related socioeconomic factors. The five antecedents of this main category refer to 

socioeconomic perceptions about social media advertising (Pollay and Mittal 1993). 

Materialism and value corruption received high attention among researchers within a social 

media advertising context (n = 4). However, the results for materialism are mixed. While 

Boateng and Okoe (2015b) and Mirmehdi et al. (2017) found a significant negative effect of 
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materialism on attitude, Chu et al. (2013) and Mir (2015) reported no significant effect at all. 

Perceptions of value corruption of social media advertising lead to significant unfavorable 

attitudes (Boateng and Okoe 2015b; Chu et al. 2013; Mirmehdi et al. 2017). Mir (2015) found 

no significant effect of value corruption on attitude. Mixed research patterns occur for the 

construct falsity / no sense (n = 2). Chu et al. (2013) found a significant negative effect, 

whereas Mir (2015) showed a non-significant effect of falsity perceptions on attitude. 

Perceptions of social media advertising being good for the economy lead to positive attitudes 

toward social media advertising (n =2) (Mir 2015; Mirmehdi et al. 2017). Table 3 also shows 

the findings for social role and image.  

 Ad-related utility factors. This main category involves ten attributes and perceptions 

about social media advertising, which offer certain degrees of personal utilities for consumers. 

Informativeness received the highest attention within this category (n = 17) and across all 

other antecedents across categories. Almost all studies concluded that informative social 

media advertising leads to more favorable attitudes toward social media advertising (e.g., 

Aydin 2018; Chu et al. 2013); only Jung et al. (2016), Logan et al. (2012) and Mahlangu 

(2014) found no significant effect. Another central antecedent of this category constitutes 

entertainment (n = 16). Entertaining or exciting social media ads lead to more favorable 

attitudes toward social media advertising (e.g., Aydin et al. 2018; Ha et al. 2014). However, 

Jung et al. (2016) and Shareef et al. (2019) showed no significant effects of entertainment on 

attitude. Credibility is yet another central antecedent of this category (n = 11). While most 

studies reported that perceptions of credibility have positive effects on attitude (e.g., Colton 

2018; Johnston et al. 2018), Hassan et al. (2013) and Yaakop (2013) found no significant 

effects. Beyond, the effects of advertising value, personalization, ease of use, incentives, 

usefulness, infotainment, and trust on attitudes toward social media advertising are depicted in 

Table 3.  
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 Ad-related reluctance and concerns. The last of the eight main categories 

encompasses six antecedents. They mainly describe negative perceptions or concerns of social 

media advertising. Most studies (n = 10) analyzed consumers’ privacy concerns, which lead 

to less favorable attitudes toward social media advertising (e.g., Celebi 2015; Taylor et al. 

2011). However, Yaakop et al. (2013) found a significant positive effect and Jung et al. 

(2016) and Walrave et al. (2018) reported no significant effect of privacy concerns at all. 

Intrusiveness is also analyzed in the majority of studies (n = 7). Celebi (2015) or Lin and Kim 

(2016) showed that social media ads interfering current consumers activities lead to 

unfavorable attitudes toward these ads. However, Jung et al. (2016) and Mir (2015) did not 

confirm these findings, revealing no significant effect of intrusiveness on attitude. A third 

central antecedent of this category constitutes irritation (n = 7). For example, Aydin (2018) or 

Hassan et al. (2013) showed that irritating perceptions of social media advertising have 

negative effects on attitudes; however, Hassan et al. (2013), Lee (2016), and Mirmehdi et al. 

(2017) exhibited no significant effect of irritation on attitude. A last central construct is 

advertising avoidance (n =3), but with mixed research findings. Tran (2017) found a 

significant negative effect of ad avoidance on attitude, while Yaakop et al. (2013) reported a 

significant positive effect and Thoo et al. (2018) found no significant relation at all. Table 3 

shows further findings of advertising skepticism and controversial perceptions of ad.  

4.2.2 Consequences 

 Consequences are the dependent variables, while attitude serves as the independent 

variable. The reported consequences within the framework are less heterogeneous and 

fragmented in their research findings compared to the antecedents. In sum, the search process 

yields 13 different consequences, which I grouped into five main categories (see Figure 4 and 

Table 3).  
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 Brand-related attitudes and intentions. The first category summarizes four different 

attitudes and intentions, which have a direct connection to the brand. Consumers’ attitude 

toward the brand and their intention to join the brand’s fan page were studied the most (n = 

7). Favorable attitudes toward a firm’s or brand’s fan page lead to more favorable attitudes 

toward the brand (e.g., Alansari et al. 2018) and intentions to join the fan page (e.g., Jung et 

al. 2016). Further, favorable attitudes toward fan pages have significant positive effects on fan 

page loyalty (n = 5) (e.g., Manthiou et al. 2014). Further, Table 3 shows the findings of 

attitude toward the account.  

 Purchase intention. This main category comprises three consequences, which refer 

directly or indirectly to financial intentions regarding the advertised brand, product, or 

service. Thereby, most studies (n = 5) showed that favorable attitudes toward social media 

advertising enhance consumers’ purchase intentions (e.g., Ha et al. 2014). Beyond, favorable 

attitudes toward fan pages or accounts increase the probability of booking intentions (n = 3) 

or visit intentions (n = 2) of shown destinations, attractions, or hotels on the fan pages or 

accounts (e.g., Ho and To 2018; Leung et al. 2015).  

 EWOM intentions. This category covers two consequences, which relate to consumers’ 

intentions to share or recommend the ad or the advertised products and services to others. The 

central consequence of this category is eWOM intentions, which received high intention 

among researcher (n = 4). For example, Leung et al. (2015) found that favorable attitudes 

toward eWOM intentions have positive effects on the probability of spreading eWOM about 

the advertised products or the ad itself. The findings of the construct social interaction 

behavior are listed in Table 3.  

 General behavior and intentions. This main category comprises two different 

consequences, which contain general behavioral intentions triggered by ads such as clicking, 

ignoring, or paying attention to ads.  General message interaction behaviors or intentions 
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received high interest among researcher (n = 10). Boateng and Okoe (2015a) showed that 

favorable attitudes lead to higher search intentions of the advertised product.  Beyond, 

research showed that favorable attitudes have positive effects on click intentions of the ads (n 

= 3) (e.g., Mir 2015). 

 Ad-related reluctance and concerns. The last main category includes two 

consequences, namely privacy concerns, and social media fatigue, which both were measured 

only once (n = 1). Although they refer to negative concerns and behaviors about social media 

in general and advertising, attitudes toward social media advertising have a significant 

positive effect on privacy concerns (Bright and Logan 2018) but have no significant effect on 

social media fatigue (Bright and Logan (2018). 

5 Implications and Future Research Directions  

5.1 Managerial Implications 

 Although most social media platform and sites originated in the mid or end of the 

2000s, the utilization of social media and advertising purposes still constitutes insurmountable 

obstacles for many marketers. Due to the dynamic nature of social media and its users, 

marketers lack knowledge of how to implement and organize social media advertising in 

more effective ways.  

 The proposed causal chain framework helps marketers to gain competitive advantages 

for their social media advertising. The framework reveals that attitudes toward social media 

advertising have significant positive effects on many firm-relevant outcomes, such as attitude 

toward the brand, purchase intentions, or spreading eWOM among other consumers. At the 

same time, the framework provides an extensive list of different antecedents influencing 

either in positive or negative ways attitudes and thus, the effectiveness. Due to the additional 

findings of the vote-count analyses, marketers have more certainty about which effects of 

antecedents are valid and reliable due to information on frequency. Overall, the results benefit 
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marketers in multiple ways, providing a better understanding of social media advertising 

effectiveness. 

 First, marketers can employ certain information about main categories like 

demographics and personality factors, social media experience and usage motivations, or 

societal and interaction factors, to enhance targeting approaches in a social media context. 

For example, marketers should target more professionals, as they have more favorable 

attitudes than students—the same accounts for users with high incomes, which report more 

favorable attitudes than users with lower incomes. However, there is no need to target 

consumers based on genders since no differences between male and female were found. 

Marketers should also observe consumers’ activity and conversation patterns for targeting. 

Consumers having more experiences with social media or showing high tendencies 

communicating with others have favorable attitudes toward social media advertising. In this 

context, marketers should integrate references of close friends of consumers within their ads 

(e.g., social ads), as the social influence of others has significant positive effects on the 

effectiveness. Beyond, knowledge about consumers’ personality traits self-disclosure or self-

presentation could be utilized for the planning and implementation of influencer marketing 

strategies within social media. Consumers with these personality traits have more favorable 

attitudes of social media advertising and might be more willing to cooperate with firms or 

brands to promote their products and services.  

 Second, marketers could derive beneficial information from the framework by 

adopting information from structural or platform specific attributes. Results from this 

category help marketers with structural decisions when designing and placing ads on social 

media platforms or sites. For example, according to the findings, the placement of ads within 

users’ timeline does not yield in more favorable attitudes compared to the placement outside 

the timeline on Facebook. Further, marketers could integrate ads, which contain interactive 
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elements, e.g., hyperlinks or clickable maps, since interactivity of social media ads leads to 

positive effects on advertising attitudes. As mentioned above, marketers should rely on social 

ads, which refer to users’ friends within the ad, as they lead to more favorable attitudes 

compared to non-social ads.  

 Findings of the brand-related factors reveal that, e.g., higher self-brand congruity and 

brand bonds lead to more favorable attitudes toward social media advertising. Conclusively, 

marketers should use social media to build up relationships with consumers to increase their 

attachment and commitment to the brand. Beyond, marketers should implement advertising, 

which is consistent with their corporate image. 

 Fourth, the three ad-related categories help marketers to understand better how 

consumers’ perceptions of ads influence their attitudes toward social media advertising in 

either positive or negative ways. The information could be utilized to tailor social media 

advertising and its content along with consumers’ preferences and perceptions. For example, 

marketers should put more efforts into exciting aspects within its ads, such as humorous 

images or slogans, as entertainment has positive effects on attitudes. Beyond, marketers 

should provide clear and helpful information about products or services advertised within 

social media. This step could be achieved, e.g., through videos, which offer additional and 

comprehensible information about products or services. Incentives within social media ads 

could be anticipated by marketers as well to generate positive attitudes. For example, 

marketers could offer specific deals or discounts, which they exclusively distribute through 

their brand pages. Beyond, they should focus on personalized advertising such as considering 

consumers’ liked preferences and interests on social media, as personalization generates 

favorable attitudes. Finally, marketers should increase perceptions that social media 

advertising provides values for the economy as those perceptions increase the effectiveness.   
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 Simultaneously, marketers should design ads and their contents in such ways that they 

are easily understood and relevant to consumers. For example, too complicated information or 

interfering colors may irritate consumers. Furthermore, the framework shows that 

intrusiveness has negative effects on attitude. Therefore, marketers should decide for less 

invasive advertising techniques, which do not interrupt current social media activities of 

consumers. Instead, ads should be integrated smoothly within consumers’ social media 

environment. 

5.2 Theoretical Implications 

My study is the first systematic literature review summarizing the current research 

status of attitudes toward social media advertising. In contrast to other literature reviews about 

social media marketing or advertising (e.g., Knoll 2016; Yadav and Rahman 2017), the 

findings offer fine-grained insights and knowledge about social media advertising showing, 

e.g., what determinants influence its effectiveness in negative or positive ways. The proposed 

causal chain framework of attitudes toward social media advertising synthesizes and 

integrates 80 different antecedents and 13 consequences across different studies and research 

disciplines. It offers a multidisciplinary status quo of social media advertising. 

Beyond, findings of the vote-count analyses reveal first indications about directions 

and significance of each cause-and-effect relationship within the framework. Those additional 

findings help academic literature to detect inconsistencies (e.g., conflictive directions and 

significance of effects) among antecedents and consequences and further help to identify less 

studied constructs. Beyond, my study reveals common patterns of social media advertising 

literature, providing additional research topics and gaps.  

5.3 Future Research Directions 

 In accordance with the third research objective, I derive the detection of future 

research directions and recommendations for attitude toward social media advertising from 
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the findings of the first and second research objectives. The findings of the occurrence and 

frequencies patterns, as well as the causal chain framework, offer interesting research gaps 

and directions. 

 Figure 2 reveals that the majority of articles relied on college student samples, as they 

occupy the largest proportion of social media users. However, the usage of such 

homogeneous samples might involve risks of biased results, such as finding stronger effects 

for homogenous than for more heterogeneous populations (Brown and Stayman 1992). 

College students are not representative of all social media users anymore, as more elderly 

people use social media as well (Pew Research Center 2018; We Are Social 2018). Future 

research studies should generally adjust to this shift of age and should anticipate more 

heterogeneous samples, e.g., panel data, when examining their attitudes.  

 Additionally, Table 2 shows that attitude toward social media advertising mainly 

based on U.S. American samples. However, social media is nowadays a worldwide 

phenomenon with increasing penetration rates and social media behavior in many countries 

and cultures (We Are Social 2019), assuming different attitudes as well. Thus, future studies 

should examine attitudes from less frequently studied countries and cultures to provide a 

broader cross-cultural overview. In the next step, attitudes toward social media advertising 

from different countries and cultures could be directly compared, as already done by Johnston 

et al. (2018). Further, Table 3 confirms that nationality is a less studied construct. These 

findings would be helpful for marketers who operate on global levels. 

 According to Figure 4, most of the articles refer to paid or owned forms of advertising 

for Facebook or social media/networks in general. Although Facebook is the most popular 

social network worldwide (We Are Social 2019), other social media platforms and sites like 

Twitter, Instagram, YouTube, or Snapchat have enormous user numbers as well. It would be 

interesting to take more in-depth looks by analyzing and comparing advertising attitudes on 
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these social media platforms and sites. They differ among in terms the of platform structure, 

user behavior, or application priorities. In a second step, attitudes toward different ad formats 

of specific social media platforms and sites could be compared, helping marketers to find the 

most advantageous formats for their advertising strategies. Another stream of research could 

investigate how antecedents influence attitudes toward brand communities since the identified 

articles did not study these attitudes at all. Within brand communities, consumers express 

intensive brand loyalty as they are treated by the firm more as partners than customers 

(Bagozzi and Dholakia 2006). It would be helpful to understand how antecedents influence 

those attitudes toward brand communities and how these findings could be transferred to 

other social media ad formats.  

 Unaddressed issues remain for attitudes toward mobile social media advertising. 

Mobile devices are increasingly becoming a standard when accessing social media 

(GlobalWebIndex 2017), diminishing the relevance of desktop PCs. Future studies could 

provide how the mobile channel influence attitudes toward social media advertising. Mobile 

devices accompany with specific challenges for marketers, e.g., smaller screens, location-

based services, or changed consumer behavior (Zubcsek et al. 2017).  

 The results from the proposed causal chain framework demonstrate a broad and 

diverse range of antecedents and consequences of attitude toward social media advertising. 

According to Table 3, most of the past research concentrated predominantly on antecedents 

from ad-related utility factors and ad-related reluctance and concerns with stable and reliable 

findings. Other antecedents and categories are quite underrepresented, which may result in 

less accurate and reliable results. Future research could address these research gaps by 

providing more solid knowledge and insights about less represented (studied less than two 

times) and “mixed” constructs (e.g., materialism, falsity, advertising avoidance, visit 

intention, or message format).  
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 Furthermore, product-related antecedents such as product type, complexity, or 

involvement did not receive any attention within the identified articles, except for Belanche et 

al. (2017). Past research showed that product-related variables do have effects on advertising 

effectiveness (Eisenbeiss et al. 2015; Lee et al. 2015). Future studies could adopt and transfer 

their findings and analyze the effects and directions of product-related antecedents on 

attitudes. 

 Beyond, future studies could explicitly examine and compare effects on and of social 

media attitudes toward paid or owned advertising formats. Although I did not differentiate 

between these two forms, future research could investigate this differentiation in more details. 

Interesting findings could be expected as paid media has a higher reach than owned media but 

counteracted by declining consumer responses and less credibility (Baetzgen and Tropp 

2015). Future findings could investigate, which antecedents are more relevant for paid and 

owned advertising formats to increase their effectiveness.  

 The findings of the vote-count method provide first insights about the best estimation 

between antecedents and consequences with attitudes. However, there is still need for further 

statistical evidence from these relations, which could be done through the conduction of meta-

analytical analyses. Future meta-analyses could disclose which antecedents have the most 

substantial effects on attitudes and how social media platforms or sites might moderate these 

effects. 

6 Conclusion and Limitations 

 Nowadays, social media occupies central parts in most marketers’ advertising 

activities and efforts (Zhang et al. 2017), however, the understanding of the effectiveness of 

social media advertising is limited (Kumar et al. 2017). My study aimed to review and 

analyze all past academic research dealing with attitudes toward social media advertising and 

its antecedents and consequences. 
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 The findings of my study exhibit that multiple research disciplines such as tourism, 

management business, and advertising study attitudes toward social media advertising. Most 

articles are originated in the U.S. and apply student samples, while Facebook is mostly used 

as the social network to determine advertising attitudes. Given the causal chain framework, 

research constructs were integrated and positioned as antecedents and consequences, which 

have been further categorized into broader categories. The findings of the framework and the 

vote-count analysis show that especially ad-related antecedents received enormous attention 

among academic research, while others were studied less, like structural or platform-related 

antecedents. Although most cause-and-effect relations with attitude were clear and valid, 

some relations indicate contradictive findings in terms of significance and direction.  

 In conclusion, my study contributes significantly to the existing body of social media 

advertising research in various ways. I provide qualitative contributions through the 

exhaustive and systematic literature review of 56 articles revealing key findings and insights 

about antecedents and consequences of attitudes. Various classifications (i.e., journal, 

publication year, country, type of sample, and type of social media platform or site), provide 

additional insights about occurrence and frequency patterns of the relevant literature. I 

achieve quantitative contributions through the development of a causal chain framework 

combined with findings of basic approaches of the vote-count method. The framework 

integrates 80 different antecedents and 13 consequences with further information about 

significance and directions. Lastly, many research gaps and recommendations are given to 

help academic research enhancing and extending knowledge about attitudes toward social 

media advertising. 

 Similar to other literature reviews, this study is not without limitations. Despite an 

accurate and exhaustive search process, it is possible that the identified articles do not 

represent the full range of relevant articles. I might have overlooked some articles due to used 
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search keywords or databases. My study did not provide information about certain aspects of 

the framework, such as moderator variables since their analyses were highly limited and 

analyzed within the identified studies. Thus, I did not address and examine the interaction 

effects of moderator or other variables. Interaction effects of moderator variables could be 

addressed in future literature reviews. Although I formed the broader categories of 

antecedents and consequences on constructs’ similarities and other previously defined 

categories of other review, risks of subjective allocations and assessments could not be 

entirely excluded.  

Further, not all studies provided complete information about their used variables or 

research findings. For example, studies reported significant differences for certain variables 

but did not accomplish these findings in more detail. Lastly, research about attitudes toward 

social media advertising is still continually increasing. Thus, more recently published research 

should be considered in future research.  
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