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ABSTRACT
Although it appears increasingly important yet potentially challenging to attract consumers to
physical stores, location‐based messaging has been said to enable such attraction. Still,
existing studies offer very limited insight into which particular location‐based persuasion
approach retailers should use. This study aimed to establish and compare the potential of
two discrepant persuasion strategies to influence consumers’ experiences and thereby
stimulate them to visit the retailer's physical store. Drawing on persuasion theory and
construal level theory, and using a vignette‐based online survey method, we determined that
scarcity is a more effective persuasion strategy in the studied context than social proof;
scarcity‐focused messages are experienced as more informative, more entertaining and less
irritating, are therefore valued more, and are thus more likely to induce store visits. We
discuss these findings and their implications for theory as well as for practice.

KEYWORDS
Location‐based messaging, construal level theory, persuasion strategy, scarcity, social proof,
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1 INTRODUCTION
Recent years have shown substantial changes in the retail landscape, with for example
increasing online sales putting competitive pressure on the physical channels of many
retailers (Blut, Teller, and Floh, 2018; Bolton and Shankar, 2018; Reinartz, Wiegand, and
Imschloss, in press). While it appears to be increasingly important yet potentially challenging
for retailers to attract consumers to their brick‐and‐mortar stores (Bustamante and Rubio,
2017; cf. Pantano, 2016; Rigby, 2011), location‐based messaging (LBM), that is, a mobile
telecommunication system that delivers messages using data about the recipient’s location
when that recipient is near the sender (cf. Luo, Andrews, Fang, and Phang, 2014), has been
touted to offer new possibilities to facilitate such attraction (e.g., Ketelaar et al., 2018; Lee,
Kim, and Sundar, 2015).
Still, prior empirical research offers very little insight into which particular persuasion
approach retailers should adopt when sending location‐based messages in order to convince
consumers to visit the store. Previous LBM‐studies (1) did not compare the effectiveness of
such persuasion approaches, and (2) focused on behavioral outcomes such as attitude
towards location‐based messages (e.g., Gazley, Hunt, and McLaren, 2015), intention to
purchase (e.g., Xu, Oh, and Teo, 2009), intention to accept location‐based advertising (Limpf
and Voorveld, 2015), and mobile coupon redemption tendency (e.g., Wang, Wu, and Teo,
2014), instead of on store visit behavior. Moreover, although persuasion has been a topic of
interest to scholars since antiquity and has been investigated in various other settings (see
e.g., Dillard and Pfau, 2002), it is context and behavior‐specific (Meyers‐Levy and Malaviya,
1999; Petty and Wegener, 1998; Shu and Carlson, 2014) and as such our current knowledge
of how particular ways of persuasive communication affect consumers’ experiences and
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behavior in those other settings may not be generalizable to store visit behavior, in an LBM‐
context.
Therefore, the aim of this study is to examine the effectiveness of discrepant
persuasion strategies in terms of their ability to influence location‐based message recipients’
experiences and thereby stimulate them to visit the retailer's physical store. Drawing on the
persuasion literature (e.g., Armstrong, 2010; Seiter and Gass, 2008), construal level theory
(e.g., Eyal, Liberman, and Trope, 2009; Trope, Liberman, and Wakslak, 2007) and Ducoffe’s
(1995, 1996) well‐established advertising value framework, we construct a research model
centering on the impact of two of the main persuasion strategies used in practice (cf.
Griskevicius, Goldstein, Mortensen, Sundie, Cialdini, and Kenrick, 2009; Kaptein and Eckles,
2012), namely the scarcity strategy (i.e., sending messages that emphasize a particular
limited offer) and social proof strategy (i.e., sending messages that stress that many others
have behaved in a particular manner). In line with this research model, we claim and
subsequently establish empirically that these two persuasion strategies differ in their effect
on the value that consumers derive from experiencing the message, and therefore in their
impact on these individuals’ intention to visit the store.
Accordingly, our research makes the following contributions. First, using a vignette‐
based online survey design, our empirical investigation generates knowledge of the relative
influence of two of the most relevant persuasion strategies (i.e., scarcity and social proof) in
generating message value and in driving store visit behavior in the underexplored LBM‐
context. Second, from a theoretical perspective, our study is intended to contribute to the
bodies of literature on construal level theory and on persuasion by examining the
explanatory value of construal level theory as well as by cross‐validating Ducoffe’s framework
in that particular marketing messaging context. Third, from a pragmatic perspective, the
2

derived insights serve as directions for retailers when sending persuasive location‐based
messages to attract consumers to their physical store.
In the subsequent sections of this paper, we will first discuss the theoretical
background of our research based on the literature on persuasion and construal level theory.
Then, we will present our research model and the underlying theoretical rationale. This is
followed by a description of the research methodology and the resulting research outcomes.
The most important of these outcomes and their implications for both theory and practice
are then discussed. We conclude the paper with an overview of the limitations of our study
and some suggestions for future research.

2 THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
2.1 PERSUASIVE COMMUNICATION AND PERSUASION STRATEGIES
Persuasive communication, i.e., the exchange of messages that are “intended to shape,
reinforce, or change the responses of another, or others” (Stiff and Mongeau, 2016, p. 4), is a
common and important element of our daily lives (Dillard and Pfau, 2002; Petty and Briñol,
2010). Therefore, it may not be surprising that such communication has long been of interest
to scholars in multiple scientific disciplines, among which are social psychology and marketing
(see e.g., Meyers‐Levy and Malaviya, 1999; Petty and Briñol, 2008). For instance, researchers
have studied various factors concerning the message source (i.e., sender), the recipient, the
message itself and the context in which this message is received, and determined the extent
to which they influence persuasion (see e.g., Petty, Wegener and Fabrigar, 1997; Shu and
Carlson, 2014).
3

Many of these persuasion‐related factors may prove to be relevant in LBM‐settings.
Still, the main or even only factor that retailers may be able to directly control in order to
convince consumers to visit their stores appears to be the location‐based message itself.
Prior research on features of persuasive messages in general indicates that such control
could include determining or adapting the message topic, argument, organization and style
(see e.g., Petty and Wegener, 1998; Shen and Bigsby, 2012). Before companies can actually
decide on such tactical aspects of persuasion, however, they will first have to determine a
particular, appropriate persuasion strategy (cf. Armstrong, 2010). Such a strategy, also
referred to as compliance‐gaining strategy (cf. Seiter and Gass, 2008) or influence principle
(cf. Kaptein, Markopoulos, De Ruyter, and Aarts, 2015), concerns the use of a particular set of
cues in an organization’s communication in order to stimulate message recipients to use a
corresponding mental shortcut or heuristic rule, which are typically used by consumers to
lessen cognitive effort, and thereby convince this person to take a specific course of action
(Griskevicius et al., 2009; Whittler, 1994). For instance, a company may try to influence
consumers by basing a message on the heuristic rule that if “a respected person or institution
supports the message” it is more believable (Armstrong, 2010, p. 80).
The extant literature shows a wide range of persuasion strategies that, at least to some
extent, have been categorized in multiple typologies (Kaptein et al., 2015; Seiter and Gass,
2008), such as those presented by Cialdini (2007), Marwell and Schmitt (1967), McFarland,
Challagalla, and Shervani (2006), and Kellermann and Cole (1994). Although such existing
typologies show partial overlap, and some effort has been invested in consolidating them for
particular research settings (e.g., Ferreira and Teles, 2019), these efforts have been limited
and a standardized set of persuasion strategies has not been established. Instead,
researchers tend to use a particular subset of these strategies as a basis for their empirical
4

studies. Such studies focusing on marketing‐related situations suggest that scarcity and social
proof are among the most relevant persuasion strategies (cf. Griskevicius et al., 2009; Kaptein
and Eckles, 2012). The scarcity strategy concerns the sending of informational cues indicating
that the availability of a particular product or service is limited, e.g., in terms of time and
quantity, thereby inducing a feeling of urgency and increasing the perceived attractiveness of
the product or service (cf. Aggarwal, Jun, and Huh, 2011). The social proof strategy concerns
the application of messages that convey that many others, especially those who are similar to
the recipient, have conducted themselves in a particular way, thereby stimulating the
recipient to behave similarly (cf. Armstrong, 2010).
The impact of such persuasion strategies on recipients’ behavioral responses is
mediated by psychological processes (Shen and Bigsby, 2012; Whittler, 1994) and is
dependent on the particular context (Kaptein & Eckles, 2012). One relatively recent theory
that may explain the mechanism underlying this impact in the specific context of LBM (cf.
Katz and Byrne, 2013), which is characterized by a limited distance between consumers and
the retailer’s location when the location‐based message is received, is construal level theory.

2.2 CONSTRUAL LEVEL THEORY
Construal level theory (CLT) posits that the particular cognitive process that individuals use to
mentally represent an entity (i.e., an object, circumstance or action) as a basis for their
evaluations and decisions is dependent on the automatically assessed psychological distance
between the individual and that entity (Bar‐Anan, Liberman, Trope, and Algom, 2007; Eyal et
al., 2009; Trope et al., 2007). This psychological distance represents the extent to which the
entity is “present in the direct experience of reality” (Liberman, Trope, and Stephan, 2007, p.
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353). Such presence is smaller and thus psychological distance is larger if entities concern (1)
an earlier or later point in time, (2) (dissimilar) others instead of the individual himself, (3) a
more remote location, or (4) a less probable or more hypothetical situation (Eyal et al., 2009;
Trope et al., 2007). Accordingly, the literature on CLT differentiates between four main
psychological distance dimensions or types, which are temporal distance, social distance,
spatial distance, and certainty distance respectively (Huang, Burtch, Hong, and Polman, 2016;
Liberman et al., 2007).
In settings characterized by a relatively large psychological distance, sensory
information is less readily available to individuals and their mental representations of entities
will tend to be more abstract and focused on key characteristics of the particular entity
(Liberman et al., 2007). CLT refers to such abstract mental representations as high‐level
construals (Eyal et al., 2009). These high‐level construals concern “schematic,
decontextualized representations that extract the gist from the available information” (Trope
et al., 2007, p. 83). Conversely, low‐level construals “are relatively unstructured,
contextualized representations that include subordinate and incidental features” (Trope et
al., 2007, p. 83) of entities.
One element of CLT that is directly related to persuasive communication is the notion
of congruence or fit. Prior CLT‐based studies maintain that a message is more persuasive if
the included distance‐related cues or the message’s level of abstraction and detail are
congruent with the psychological distance involved in the focal situation and with the
particular construal level applied by the recipient to mentally process the information
relevant to that situation (Hernandez, Wright, and Rodriguez, 2015; Katz and Byrne, 2013). As
described by Dhar and Kim (2007), a potential explanation for this effect is that recipients
tend to be more receptive to a message if it is congruent. Several recent investigations
6

further explored the impact of congruence on persuasiveness and established this impact
empirically, e.g., for the fit between the time until the purchase and the type of appeal
stressed in the marketing message (Willems, Brengman, and Van de Sanden, 2017), between
the time until the purchase decision and the source of recommendations (Zhao and Xie,
2011), between the time until a future reward and types of visual information used in the
message (Lee, Fujita, Deng, and Unnava, 2017), and between the psychological distance to an
advertised product and the abstraction level of an in‐store mobile ad (Schrage, Hubert, and
Linzmajer, 2019). Accordingly, congruence forms an important conceptual underpinning of
our research model, which will be further described in the next section.

3 RESEARCH MODEL AND HYPOTHESES
Our research model, which is shown in Figure 1, combines the discussed theory on
persuasion strategies and construal level. We specifically focus on the impact of the above‐
described scarcity and social proof persuasion strategies to assess to what extent these
often‐applied strategies are effective in an LBM‐context.
In line with studies of the effectiveness of persuasive communication in other settings
(e.g., Li, Daugherty, and Biocca, 2002; Willems et al., 2017) and following existing research
suggesting that intentions can be used as a proxy of actual behavior (Fishbein and Ajzen,
2010), the focal behavioral concept is store visit intention. We define this concept as a
consumer’s estimate of the probability of visiting the store after having received a location‐
based message (cf. Fishbein and Ajzen, 2010).
The core of our model is directly based on Ducoffe’s (1995; 1996) advertising value
framework, consisting of the experiential antecedents informativeness, entertainment and
irritation, and the consequence message value. Here, informativeness concerns the
7

experienced degree to which a location‐based message provides resourceful and useful
information (cf. Ducoffe, 1996; Xu, Oh, and Teo, 2009). Entertainment refers to the
experienced degree to which receiving and viewing a location‐based message is a fun and
pleasant experience, and lifts the spirit (cf. Ducoffe, 1996; also see Verhagen et al., 2012).
Irritation is the experienced extent to which a location‐based message is annoying or
offensive (cf. Ducoffe, 1996). Message value is conceptualized as the recipient’s subjective
assessment of the relative worth or utility of a location‐based message (cf. Ducoffe, 1995).
Ducoffe’s framework was incorporated into our model for three reasons. First, as an
established conceptual structure it has commonly formed the basis of research models
explaining the impact of persuasive communication‐related stimuli on consumer behavior in
mobile technology‐mediated settings (e.g., Kim and Han, 2014; Liu, Sinkovics, Pezderka, and
Haghirian, 2012; Tsang, Ho, and Liang, 2004; Xu et al., 2009). Second, Ducoffe’s framework
includes both favorable (i.e., informativeness and entertainment) and unfavorable (i.e.,
irritation) factors, and therefore its adoption enables explicitly studying both positive and
negative effects of persuasive strategies, as recommended by for instance Kaptein and Eckles
(2012). Third, the framework also contains affective components (i.e., entertainment and
irritation), which may be especially relevant when studying the effectiveness of persuasive
communication in situations characterized by a limited psychological distance since generally
the intensity of and reliance on the experienced affect increases as the psychological distance
is reduced (Chang and Pham, 2013; Williams, Stein, and Galguera, 2014). In the following
sub‐sections, we will further describe the hypothesized relationships between the
aforementioned concepts.
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Figure 1 Research model

3.1 THE INFLUENCE OF SCARCITY AND SOCIAL PROOF PERSUASION STRATEGIES
As mentioned in section 2.2, CLT posits that, in case of limited psychological distances,
messages are more persuasive if their content contains cues (e.g., words or images) that the
recipient associates with being close to someone or something. Recipients are less likely to
resist such congruent messages (Katz and Byrne, 2013) since people can construe congruent
message cues more easily (Edwards, Li, and Lee, 2002; Hernandez et al., 2015) and hence,
tend to experience the message and its content more positively (cf. Hasan, 2016; Kim, Rao,
and Lee, 2009). More specifically, as reported in prior empirical marketing studies,
congruence between a persuasive message and the surrounding (media) context increases
the experienced informativeness (Edwards et al., 2009; Huang, Tan, Ke, and Wei, 2018) and
enjoyment or entertainment (Kamins et al., 1991; Peters and Leshner, 2013), and is
associated with a decrease in the felt irritation (Edwards et al., 2019; Martí‐Parreño, Aldas‐
Manzano, Curras‐Perez, and Sanchez‐Garcia, 2013).
When consumers receive a location‐based message, they are typically within walking
distance from the physical store that sent them the specific message. Therefore, according to
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extant research (e.g., Hühn et al., 2017; Katz and Byrne, 2013; Luo et al., 2014), at that time,
these individuals are separated from the store by only relatively short temporal and spatial
distances, and the resulting psychological distance to the store is limited. A scarcity strategy
would be more congruent with this limited psychological distance, and therefore more
persuasive, than a social proof strategy given the particular use of distance‐related message
cues in each of these strategies. Scarcity‐focused messages consist of cues that signal
nearness as they directly center on the recipient’s personal gain and thus on himself
(Aggarwal et al., 2011; Aguirre‐Rodriguez, 2013). Conversely, social proof‐focused messages
contain cues that convey more distance since they emphasize others (cf. Armstrong, 2010),
i.e., people who are inherently more psychologically distant than oneself (see e.g., Eyal et al.,
2009; Kim, Zhang, and Li, 2008). In line with the above, we propose that in LBM:

H1: A scarcity strategy has a stronger positive influence on informativeness than a social
proof strategy.
H2: A scarcity strategy has a stronger positive influence on entertainment than a social proof
strategy.
H3: A scarcity strategy has a stronger negative influence on irritation than a social proof
strategy.

3.2 THE EXPERIENTIAL ANTECEDENTS OF MESSAGE VALUE
Message value and its three experiential antecedents (i.e., informativeness, entertainment,
irritation), as introduced by Ducoffe (1995, 1996), have received support in the marketing
literature (see e.g., Bracket and Carr, 2001), including the LBM‐domain (see e.g., Xu, Oh, and
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Teo, 2009). While the empirical findings in that particular domain are still limited, they
highlight that LBM provides value to consumers when these individuals experience location‐
based messages as relevant and timely (i.e., informative) (e.g., Hühn et al, 2017), pleasurable
and fun (i.e., entertaining) (Kim and Han, 2014), but not cognitively overwhelming and
unwelcome (i.e., irritating) (Xu et al., 2009). Drawing upon these findings and following
Ducoffe’s (1995, 1996) theorizing, we postulate that:

H4: Informativeness has a positive influence on message value.
H5: Entertainment has a positive influence on message value.
H6: Irritation has a negative influence on message value.

3.3 THE DETERMINANTS OF STORE VISIT INTENTION
In line with Ducoffe’s propositions (1995, 1996), both entertainment and message value have
been modeled and tested in previous LBM‐studies as direct determinants of consumers’
behavioral responses. For instance, scholars have demonstrated direct influences of
entertainment on intentions to use permission‐based advertising (Richard and Meuli, 2013)
and store patronage intentions (Zhu, Sun, and Chang, 2017). In addition, previous studies
have reported direct effects of message value on the intention to use location‐based
advertising (Schade, Piehler, Warwitz and Burmann, 2018), and on information searches,
message sharing, and purchases (Lin, Paragas, and Bautista, 2016). Interestingly, though,
there are – to the best of the authors’ knowledge – no publications in the LBM‐domain that
analyze the effects of entertainment and message value on store visit intention. Still,
supported by Ducoffe’s work (1995) and by existing empirical findings indicating that
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entertainment and message value positively affect a variety of behavioral outcomes, it
appears justified to posit that:

H7: Entertainment has a direct positive influence on store visit intention.
H8: Message value has a positive influence on store visit intention.

4 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
4.1 DATA COLLECTION
A vignette‐based online survey was used to collect the data. The respondents included
customers who had joined a research panel of a Dutch fashion retailer specialized in clothing.
With 110 physical outlets, a webstore and their own smartphone app, the fashion retailer is
an established player in the Dutch market. In the beginning of the online survey, the
respondents were confronted with the imaginary situation that they received a location‐
based message through the retailer’s app on their smartphone while being within walking
distance from the store. Reflecting the objectives of this research, each respondent was
confronted at random with one of the following two messages, which we had established
after consulting a panel of experts:i “Visit our store now and benefit only today from a 20%
discount on a product of your choice” and “Visit our store now and experience the customer
service that other customers rate as excellent”. After reading the vignette, the respondents
completed the online survey. As incentive, four gift coupons, each worth 25 Euro, and one
gift coupon worth 100 Euro, were raffled off among all respondents.
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4.2 MEASUREMENT INSTRUMENTS
All measures were taken from previously validated measurement instruments. To measure
informativeness, entertainment, irritation and message value, five‐point multi‐item Likert
scales were used. Store visit intention was measured using a five‐point multi‐item semantic
differential scale. To assure that all used scales fitted well to the research setting, the
wording of some scales was slightly adapted (e.g., we changed “the website is annoying” to
“the location‐based message is annoying”). Appendix A lists all multi‐item measurement
scales, including the supporting references. Next to the multi‐item scales, the online survey
contained measures for the following socio‐demographics: age, gender, frequency of visiting
the store, and frequency of buying at the store. In addition, to generate more insight into the
characteristics of the sample, two single‐item Likert scales (strongly disagree – disagree –
neutral – agree – strongly agree) were included to measure respondents’ interest in the
product under study (“I am very interested in clothing”) and one’s general attitude towards
shopping for this product (“I like shopping for clothing”).

4.3 SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS
A total of 579 respondents completed the online survey. Of the respondents, 68.4% (n = 396)
were women and 31.6% (n = 183) were men. The majority of the respondents were between
36 and 55 years old (n = 318, 54.9%). Most respondents indicated to visit the physical
outlet(s) of the retailer once per month or a couple of times per year (n = 435, 75.1%) and
buy at the outlet(s) a couple of times per year (n = 410, 70.8%). Furthermore, the
respondents showed a high interest in clothing, as 69.1% (n = 400) responded to the “I am
very interested in clothing” statement with an “agree” or “strongly agree”. Comparably,
13

65.1% (n = 377) stated to agree or strongly agree with the statement “I like shopping for
clothing”. Overall, the sample characteristics show a bias towards middle‐aged women, who
visit and buy at the stores once per month or less, and who have a high interest in clothing
and shopping for clothing.

5 DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
Independent sample T‐testing and Partial Least Squares (PLS) modelling were used to
estimate and test our model. The T‐tests (IBM SPSS Statistics 24) were used to test the
effects of the two types of location‐based messages on informativeness, entertainment and
irritation. To test the other relationships in our model we used the software SmartPLS 3.0
(Ringle, Wende, and Becker, 2015) to apply the consistent PLS‐algorithm. This algorithm was
selected as it is recommended when research variables are reflective, is less subject to
inflated Type I and Type II errors than the more traditional PLS‐algorithm (Dijkstra and
Henseler, 2015), and mimics the accuracy of parameter estimation and statistical power of
covariance‐based structure equation modelling (Hair, Hult, Ringle, and Sarstedt, 2017).

5.1 PSYCHOMETRIC TESTING
We used consistent PLS to assess the psychometric qualities of the multi‐item constructs. We
first evaluated the convergent validity and reliability of the multi‐item scales by computing
(standardized) factor loadings, Average Variance Extracted (AVE), Cronbach’s alphas and
composite reliabilities. Table 1 shows the results and includes recommended values as
suggested in the scale development literature (e.g., Devellis, 2012; McKenzie et al., 2011;
14

Ping, 2004). Except for the factor loading of the second entertainment item, which
approaches the 0.70 value, all factor loadings, AVEs and alphas surpass the recommended
values. Overall, this leads us to conclude that the convergent validity of the measures is
confirmed. Also, the reliability of the measures is established since all AVEs, Cronbach’s
alphas and composite reliability scores exceed the recommended values.

Construct
(number of items)
Informativeness (5)

Factor loadings

AVE
0.70

Cronbach’s
alpha
0.92

Composite
reliability
0.92

0.76, 0.92, 0.96, 0.80, 0.71

Entertainment (5)

0.88, 0.68, 0.83, 0.75, 0.81

0.63

0.90

0.89

Irritation (3)

0.96, 0.97, 0.80

0.83

0.93

0.93

Message value (3)

0.92, 0.88, 0.86

0.78

0.92

0.92

0.95, 0.94, 0.92, 0.91

0.86

0.96

0.96

0.50

0.70

0.70

Store visit intention (4)

Recommended value
0.70
Table 1 Convergent validity and reliability indicators

To test the discriminant validity of the measures, we followed Henseler, Ringle and Sarstedt
(2015, p. 128) who, driven by substantial critique on the Fornell‐Larcker criterion and on the
assessment of cross‐loadings, presented the heterotrait‐monotrait (HTMT) ratio of
correlations between constructs as an alternative criterion. The HTMT‐values between the
constructs as displayed in Table 2 show that none of the values surpasses the conservative
criterion of 0.85 (Henseler et al., 2015), hereby providing evidence of the discriminant validity
of the measures.
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Informativeness Entertainment Irritation
Informativeness

Message
value

Store visit
intention

1

Entertainment

0.67

1

Irritation

0.64

0.54

1

Message value

0.76

0.63

0.63

1

0.51

0.66

0.75

Store visit intention
0.66
Table 2 HTMT‐ratio of correlations

1

Finally, we decided to test for common method bias by making use of the full collinearity test
as suggested by Kock and Linn (2012). For each of our five research constructs, we estimated
a model in SmartPLS (consistent PLS, 500 iterations) in which we modelled the construct as
dependent variable and the other four constructs as independents. A study of the Variance
Inflation Factor (VIF) scores between the constructs showed that there were no VIF‐scores
exceeding the conservative value of 3.3 for the five estimated models (highest VIF
informativeness model: 3.19; highest VIF entertainment model: 2.92; highest VIF irritation
model: 3.30; highest VIF message value model: 2.64; highest VIF store visit intention model:
2.39). As such, absence of common method bias was established.

5.2 STRUCTURAL MODEL
We then estimated our structural model by taking two steps. First, we ran three independent
sample T‐tests (IBM SPSS Statistics 24) using the location‐based message type as factor
(scarcity: n = 319; social proof: n = 260) and informativeness, entertainment and irritation as
dependent variables. The results demonstrate significant differences for each of the
dependents (informativeness: t = ‐14.262, p < .001; entertainment = ‐7.168, p < .001;
irritation: t = 8.045, p < 0.001) and show that the respondents perceived the scarcity
16

message as significantly more informative (scarcity: M = 4.13 , SD = 0.89; social proof: M =
2.94 , SD = 1.08), entertaining (scarcity: M = 3.22 , SD = 0.96; social proof: M = 2.59, SD =
1.11) and less irritating (scarcity: M = 2.21, SD = 1.12; social proof: M = 3.04, SD = 1.33). The
results imply that hypotheses 1, 2 and 3 were supported.
Second, we tested the remainder of the structural model by running consistent PLS
(500 iterations; consistent PLS bootstrapping with 500 subsamples). Together,
informativeness ( = 0.19, p < .001), entertainment ( = 0.50, p < .001) and irritation ( = ‐
0.20, p < .001) explained 62.5% of the variance of message value. Furthermore,
entertainment ( = 0.22, p < .01) and message value ( = 0.58, p < .001) explained 58.6% of
the store visit intention variance. Overall, these results support hypotheses 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8.

5.3 ADDITIONAL TESTING
To gain additional insights into the mechanisms connecting persuasive location‐based
message type to store visit intention, we decided to perform additional testing. The objective
was to explore an extended model by adding two more relationships: a direct influence of
informativeness on the store visit intention and a direct influence of irritation on the store
visit intention. The logic behind this extension comes from recent empirical findings
suggesting that both advertising message informativeness (see e.g., Alalwan, 2018; Ozcelik
and Varnali, 2019; Shareef, Mukerji, Dwivedi, Rana and Islam, 2019) and irritation (see e.g.,
Redondo and Aznar, 2018; Ozcelik and Varnali, 2019) may directly predict behavioral
outcomes. A demonstration of such effects in our study would be of interest as it would
imply that persuasive location‐based messages that are informative and low in irritation may
contribute to store visit intentions in a more direct way than initially thought. To investigate
this eventuality, the alternative model was run in PLS, using the same algorithm and settings
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as before. The results show an insignificant effect of informativeness on the store visit
intention ( = ‐ 0.05, p = 0.265) and a significant effect of irritation on the store visit intention
( = ‐ 0.27, p < .001). When comparing the extended model with the original model in terms
of the beta values and the amounts of variance explained, no differences regarding the
influences of informativeness, entertainment and irritation on message value are apparent. A
comparison of the effects on the store visit intention reveals that the amount of variance
explained is slightly higher for the extended model (62.4%) than for the original model
(58.6%), whereas the influences of entertainment and message value remain significant but
are slightly lower in magnitude (message value:  = 0.51, p < .001; entertainment:  = 0.13,
p < .05). Overall, the additional testing re‐confirms the selected nomological structure as
derived from Ducoffe’s (1995) advertising value conceptualization, while at the same time
suggesting a direct path from irritation to store visit intention as a valuable extension.

6 DISCUSSION
6.1 KEY FINDINGS
The objective of this empirical examination was to assess and compare the effectiveness of
the location‐based message persuasion strategies scarcity and social proof in generating
message value and triggering consumers’ store visit intentions. The results of our analyses
lead to several key findings that serve the retailing field. First, our data show that the scarcity
message outperforms the social proof message by being more informative, more
entertaining and less irritating, which, following the outcomes of our predictive validity
testing, is highly relevant given that informativeness, entertainment, and irritation
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significantly contribute to overall message value and store visit intentions. Second, when
considering the high amounts of variance explained, the results of our analyses demonstrate
that the overall influence of the informativeness, entertainment and irritation of a location‐
based message on message value and the store visit intention can be labelled as rather
strong. Third, in terms of relative importance of the three sources of location‐based message
value, the found magnitudes of the beta values show that entertainment is the strongest
determinant of message value, followed by irritation and informativeness. Regarding the
store visit intention, our additional testing shows that irritation is the strongest direct
determinant followed by entertainment, whereas informativeness did not have a significant
influence at all.

6.2 THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS
In this study, we empirically tested a research model that has two theoretical underpinnings,
namely CLT (Trope et al., 2007) and Ducoffe’s (1995, 1996) advertising value model. The
results of our empirical testing mainly yield three related theoretical implications. First,
predicated upon CLT, the findings imply that the more congruent a message is with the
limited psychological distance from the store, the more it will lead to an informative,
entertaining, and non‐irritating experience, and therefore to increased message value and
store visit intentions. Accordingly, CLT appears to be an appropriate explanatory framework
when analyzing the effectiveness of different types of persuasion strategies (scarcity and
social proof) employed in LBM to attract consumers to a physical store, a particular domain
on which prior research, given the context‐specific nature of persuasion (e.g., Kaptein and
Eckles, 2012; Meyers‐Levy and Malaviya, 1999), sheds insufficient light. By establishing these
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research outcomes, we answer the call for empirical research to explain the effectiveness of
persuasion approaches in mobile messaging contexts based on a combination of CLT and
persuasion theory (see Katz and Byrne, 2013).
Second, our findings concerning the impact of informativeness, entertainment and
irritation prove the relevance of using these three sources of message value as dependent
variables when determining the effects of different persuasive location‐based messages. As
such, our study corroborates the predictive potential of Ducoffe’s (1995, 1996) value model
when applied in an LBM‐context to explain store visit behavior, and adds to the relatively
small number of studies in the upcoming field of LBM‐effectiveness (e.g., Gazley et al., 2015;
Lee et al., 2015).
Third and finally, the results of our additional model testing show that, next to
entertainment, also irritation may influence store visit intention over and above message
value. This finding adds to other studies in which Ducoffe’s model was modified by directly
relating multiple experiential antecedents to behavioral variables (e.g., Dar, Ahmed,
Muzaffar, Nawaz, and Zahid, 2014; Lee, Byon, Ammon, and Park, 2016; Shareef et al., 2019),
and implies that extensions of this model in terms of the specified relationships could
increase its nomological validity still further.

6.3 PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS
For retailers making use or intending to make use of LBM, the results of our study have
several implications. First, the results show that the selected persuasion strategy largely
determines how a location‐based message is experienced by customers. More precisely, the
scarcity message was experienced as more informative, more entertaining and less irritating,
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and was therefore valued more than the social proof message. This implies that retailers
aiming to send valued location‐based messages that induce store visits, would benefit more
from applying a scarcity than a social proof strategy. Furthermore, following the CLT‐based
rationale in this study, retailers should be aware that the effectiveness of a particular LBM‐
persuasion strategy does depend on the extent to which that strategy is congruent with the
typical limited psychological distance from the store. Retailers could not only make use of this
knowledge when deciding between adopting a scarcity or a social proof strategy to attract
store visitors, but also when evaluating the potential of other persuasion strategies that are
sometimes used in practice (see e.g., Cialdini, 2007). Finally, when considering the relative
importance of the three experiential antecedents of message value, entertainment and
irritation seem to be the most relevant direct and indirect determinants of store visit
intention. Retailers could capitalize on this finding by making location‐based messages as
entertaining and non‐irritating as possible, for example by adapting the message content to
the individual recipient’s interests and lifestyle (Kim and Han, 2014).

6.4 LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH
Our study is subject to four main limitations. First, although the use of a sample of real
customers of an actual retailer and the focus on a realistic LBM‐scenario increased the
external validity of the research, the sample consisted of Dutch consumers only. As suggested
in previous studies (e.g., Seiter and Gass, 2008), the effectiveness of particular persuasion
strategies could depend on the cultural background of the message recipients. For example,
the impact of a social proof strategy might be weaker in individualistic national cultures (e.g.,
in the Netherlands (Bagozzi, Verbeke, and Gavino, 2003)) since individuals tend to conform
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less to others in these cultures (Cialdini and Trost, 1998). Future research could further
investigate the impact of national culture on persuasive LBM based on samples from multiple
countries with dissimilar cultures.
Second, similar to prior empirical studies, we focused on a subset of potential
persuasion strategies, namely scarcity and social proof. While, as was described in section
2.1, these two persuasion approaches are among those most relevant, other strategies may
also be useful to retailers when conducting LBM. Therefore, we encourage other scholars to
assess the relevance and effectiveness of various discrepant persuasion strategies (see e.g.,
Cialdini, 2007; Kellermann and Cole, 1994) in future LBM‐studies.
Third, since extant research offers extremely limited insight into how to persuade
consumers to visit a store using LBM, we focus on persuasion strategies and not on the
tactical aspects of persuasion (i.e., content‐related aspects such as format, argument
wording, organization or style) given that in practice those tactical aspects are likely to be
decided on only after a company has established a fitting persuasion strategy (cf. Armstrong,
2010). Hence, although we took great care to ensure that the content of the two messages
used in our empirical study are representative, our research does not shed light on how
varying the content of a scarcity‐focused message or of a social proof‐focused message
would impact the persuasiveness of each of these two types of messages. For example, it is
conceivable that the effectiveness of a scarcity strategy in an LBM‐context depends on the
extent to which the value represented by the particular message is directly quantified in that
message (see e.g., Roehm and Roehm, 2011). Answering related research questions could
form an interesting avenue for future research.
Fourth, while establishing all relevant antecedents of message value was not the main
objective of our study, and Ducoffe’s advertising value framework can be considered a well‐
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validated conceptual structure, this framework excludes several experiential antecedents
that may also be of relevance in LBM‐settings. Among such antecedents are message
credibility and customization (Dehghani, Niaki, Ramezani, and Sali, 2016; Kim and Han, 2014;
Martins, Costa, Oliveira, Gonçalves, & Branco, 2019). Since the explanatory potential of these
concepts in an LBM‐setting remains unknown, we advise others to determine this potential
empirically and to assess whether including additional experiential antecedents of value into
the focal research model would improve our understanding of the persuasiveness of LBM‐
messages.
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APPENDIX A: MEASUREMENT INSTRUMENTS
Informativeness (Five‐point Likert scale ranging from highly disagree to highly agree; Xu et al.,
2009). Mean (SD) = 3.59 (1.14).
1) The location‐based message contains up‐to‐date information.
2) The location‐based message supplies relevant information.
3) The location‐based message is a good source of information.
4) The location‐based message makes information immediately accessible.
5) The location‐based message is a convenient source of information.

Entertainment (Five‐point Likert scale ranging from highly disagree to highly agree; Cyr et al.,
2006; Xu et al., 2009). Mean (SD) = 2.94 (1.07).
1) The location‐based message is enjoyable.
2) The location‐based message is fun.
3) The location‐based message is cool.
4) The location‐based message entertains me.
5) The location‐based message excites me.

Irritation (Five‐point Likert scale ranging from highly disagree to highly agree; Hausman and
Siepke, 2009; Xu et al., 2009). Mean (SD) = 2.58 (1.29).
1) The location‐based message is annoying.
2) The location‐based message is irritating.
3) The location‐based message is frustrating.
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Message value (Five‐point Likert scale ranging from highly disagree to highly agree; Logan et
al., 2012; Xu et al., 2009). Mean (SD) = 2.74 (1.19).
1) The location‐based message is useful to me.
2) The location‐based message is valuable to me.
3) The location‐based message is important to me.

Store visit intention (Five‐point semantic differential scales; Li et al., 2002). Mean (SD) = 3.13
(1.17).
Visiting the store is …
1) A bad idea – a good idea.
2) A foolish idea – a wise idea.
3) An unpleasant idea – a pleasant idea.
4) A negative idea – a positive idea.

25

REFERENCES
Aggarwal, P., Jun, S. Y., & Huh, J. H. (2011). Scarcity messages. Journal of Advertising, 40(3),
19‐30.
Aguirre‐Rodriguez, A. (2013). The effect of consumer persuasion knowledge on scarcity
appeal persuasiveness. Journal of Advertising, 42(4), 371‐379.
Aguirre‐Rodriguez, A. (2013). The effect of consumer persuasion knowledge on scarcity
appeal persuasiveness. Journal of Advertising, 42(4), 371‐379.
Alalwan, A. A. (2019). Investigating the impact of social media advertising features on
customer purchase intention. International Journal of Information Management, 42,
65‐77.
Armstrong, J. S. (2010). Persuasive advertising: Evidence‐based principles. Basingstoke, UK:
Palgrave Macmillan.
Bagozzi, R. P., Verbeke, W., & Gavino Jr, J. C. (2003). Culture moderates the self‐regulation of
shame and its effects on performance: The case of salespersons in The Netherlands and
the Philippines. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(2), 219‐233.
Bar‐Anan, Y., Liberman, N., Trope, Y., & Algom, D. (2007). Automatic processing of
psychological distance: Evidence from a Stroop task. Journal of Experimental
Psychology: General, 136(4), 610‐622.
Blut, M., Teller, C., & Floh, A. (2018). Testing retail marketing‐mix effects on patronage: a
meta‐analysis. Journal of Retailing, 94(2), 113‐135.
Bolton, R. & Shankar, V. (2018). Emerging retailer pricing trends and practices. In K. Gielens &
E. Gijsbrechts (Eds.), Handbook of Research on Retailing (pp. 104‐131). Cheltenham,
UK: Edward Elgar Publishing.

26

Brackett, L. K., & Carr, B. (2001). Cyberspace advertising vs other media: Consumer vs.
mature student attitudes. Journal of Advertising Research, 41(5), 23‐32.
Bustamante, J. C., & Rubio, N. (2017). Measuring customer experience in physical retail
environments. Journal of Service Management, 28(5), 884‐913.
Chang, H. H., & Tuan Pham, M. (2012). Affect as a decision‐making system of the present.
Journal of Consumer Research, 40(1), 42‐63.
Cialdini, R. B. (2007). Influence: The psychology of persuasion. New York: Collins Business.
Cialdini, R. B., & Trost, M. R., (1998). Social influence: Social norms, conformity, and
compliance. In D. T. Gilbert, S. T. Fiske, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), The handbook of social
psychology: Vol. 4 (pp.151‐192). New York: McGraw‐Hill.
Cyr, D., Head, M., & Ivanov, A. (2006). Design aesthetics leading to m‐loyalty in mobile
commerce. Information & Management, 43, 950‐963.
Dar, N. A., Ahmed, M. A., Muzaffar, M. H., Nawaz, K. And Zahid, Z. (2014). Facebook verses
television: Advertising value perception among students. International Journal of
Business and Management Invention, 3(9), 61‐70.
Dehghani, M., Niaki, M. K., Ramezani, I., & Sali, R. (2016). Evaluating the influence of YouTube
advertising for attraction of young customers. Computers in Human Behavior, 59, 165‐
172.
Devellis, R. F. (2012). Scale development: Theory and applications (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage.
Dhar, R., & Kim, E. Y. (2007). Seeing the forest or the trees: Implications of construal level
theory for consumer choice. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 17(2), 96‐100.
Dijkstra, T. K., & Henseler, J. (2015). Consistent partial least squares path modeling. MIS
Quarterly, 39(2), 297‐316.
27

Dillard, J. P., & Pfau, M. (2002). Introduction. In J. P. Dillard & M. Pfau (Eds.), The persuasion
handbook: Developments in theory and practice (pp. ix‐xx). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Ducoffe, R. H. (1995). How consumers assess the value of advertising. Journal of Current
Issues and Research in Advertising, 17(1), 1‐18.
Ducoffe, R. H. (1996). Advertising value and advertising on the web. Journal of Advertising
Research, 36(5), 21‐35.
Eyal, T., Liberman, N., & Trope, Y. (2009). Psychological distance and consumer behavior: A
construal level theory perspective. In M. Wänke (Ed.), The social psychology of
consumer behavior (pp. 65‐87). New York: Psychology Press.
Ferreira, A., & Teles, S. (2019). Persuasion: How phishing emails can influence users and
bypass security measures. International Journal of Human‐Computer Studies, 125, 19‐
31.
Gazley, A., Hunt, A., & McLaren, L. (2015). The effects of location‐based‐services on
consumer purchase intention at point of purchase. European Journal of Marketing,
49(9/10), 1686‐1708.
Griskevicius, V., Goldstein, N. J., Mortensen, C. R., Sundie, J. M., Cialdini, R. B., & Kenrick, D. T.
(2009). Fear and loving in Las Vegas: Evolution, emotion, and persuasion. Journal of
Marketing Research, 46(3), 384‐395.
Hair, J. F., Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2017). A primer on partial least squares
structural equation modelling (PLS‐SEM) (2nd Edition). Thousand Oakes, CA: Sage.
Hasan, B. (2016). Perceived irritation in online shopping: The impact of website design
characteristics. Computers in Human Behavior, 54, 224‐230.
Hausman, A. V., & Siekpe, J. S. (2009). The effect of web interface features on consumer
purchase intentions. Journal of Business Research, 62, 5‐13.
28

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2015). A new criterion for assessing discriminant
validity in variance‐based structural equation modeling. Journal of the Academy of
Marketing Science, 43(1), 115‐135.
Hernandez, J. M. D. C., Wright, S. A., & Ferminiano Rodrigues, F. (2015). Attributes versus
benefits: The role of construal levels and appeal type on the persuasiveness of
marketing messages. Journal of Advertising, 44(3), 243‐253.
Huang, L., Tan, C. H., Ke, W., & Wei, K. K. (2018). Helpfulness of online review content: The
moderating effects of temporal and social cues. Journal of the Association for
Information Systems, 19(6), 503‐522.
Huang, N., Burtch, G., Hong, Y., & Polman, E. (2016). Effects of multiple psychological
distances on construal and consumer evaluation: A field study of online reviews.
Journal of Consumer Psychology, 26(4), 474‐482.
Hühn, A. E., Khan, V. J., Ketelaar, P., Van't Riet, J., Konig, R., Rozendaal, E., Batalas, N., &
Markopoulos, P. (2017). Does location congruence matter? A field study on the effects
of location‐based advertising on perceived ad intrusiveness, relevance & value.
Computers in Human Behavior, 73, 659‐668.
Kamins, M. A., Marks, L. J., & Skinner, D. (1991). Television commercial evaluation in the
context of program induced mood: Congruency versus consistency effects. Journal of
Advertising, 20(2), 1‐14.
Kaptein, M., & Eckles, D. (2012). Heterogeneity in the effects of online persuasion. Journal of
Interactive Marketing, 26(3), 176‐188.
Kaptein, M., Markopoulos, P., De Ruyter, B., & Aarts, E. (2015). Personalizing persuasive
technologies: Explicit and implicit personalization using persuasion profiles.
International Journal of Human‐Computer Studies, 77, 38‐51.
29

Katz, S. J., & Byrne, S. (2013). Construal level theory of mobile persuasion. Media Psychology,
16(3), 245‐271.
Kellermann, K., & Cole, T. (1994). Classifying compliance gaining messages: Taxonomic
disorder and strategic confusion. Communication Theory, 4(1), 3‐60.
Ketelaar, P. E., Bernritter, S. F., van Woudenberg, T. J., Rozendaal, E., Konig, R. P., Hühn, A. E.,
. . . Janssen, L. (2018). “Opening” location‐based mobile ads: How openness and
location congruency of location‐based ads weaken negative effects of intrusiveness on
brand choice. Journal of Business Research, 91, 277‐285.
Kim, H., Rao, A. R., & Lee, A. Y. (2009). It's time to vote: The effect of matching message
orientation and temporal frame on political persuasion. Journal of Consumer Research,
35(6), 877‐889.
Kim, K., Zhang, M., & Li, X. (2008). Effects of temporal and social distance on consumer
evaluations. Journal of Consumer Research, 35(4), 706‐713.
Kim, Y. J., & Han, J. (2014). Why smartphone advertising attracts customers: A model of Web
advertising, flow, and personalization. Computers in Human Behavior, 33, 256‐269.
Kock, N., & Lynn, G. S. (2012). Lateral collinearity and misleading results in variance‐based
SEM: An illustration and recommendations. Journal of the Association for Information
Systems, 13(7), 546‐580.
Lee, H., Fujita, K., Deng, X., & Unnava, H. R. (2017). The role of temporal distance on the color
of future‐directed imagery: A construal‐level perspective. Journal of Consumer
Research, 43(5), 707‐725.
Lee, S., Kim, K. J., & Sundar, S. S. (2015). Customization in location‐based advertising: Effects
of tailoring source, locational congruity, and product involvement on ad attitudes.
Computers in Human Behavior, 51, 336‐343.
30

Lee, Y.‐G., Byon, K.K., Ammon, R. And Park, S.‐B.R. (2016). Golf product advertising value,
attitude toward advertising and brand, and purchase intention. Social Behavior and
Personality, 44(5), 785‐800.
Li, H., Daugherty, T., & Biocca, F. (2002). Impact of 3‐D advertising on product knowledge,
brand attitude, and purchase intention: the mediating role of presence. Journal of
Advertising, 31(3), 43‐57.
Liberman, N., Trope, Y., & Stephan, E. (2007). Psychological distance. In A. W. Kruglanski & E.
T. Higgins (Eds.), Social Psychology: Handbook of Basic Principles (pp. 353‐381). New
York: Guilford Press.
Limpf, N., & Voorveld, H. A. (2015). Mobile location‐based advertising: How information
privacy concerns influence consumers' attitude and acceptance. Journal of Interactive
Advertising, 15(2), 111‐123.
Lin, T. T. C., Paragas, F. and Bautista, J. R. (2016). Determinants of mobile consumers'
perceived value of location‐based advertising and user responses. International Journal
of Mobile Communications, 14(2), 99‐117.
Liu, C. L. E., Sinkovics, R. R., Pezderka, N., & Haghirian, P. (2012). Determinants of consumer
perceptions toward mobile advertising—A comparison between Japan and Austria.
Journal of Interactive Marketing, 26(1), 21‐32.
Logan, K., Bright, L. F., & Gangadharbatla, H. (2012). Facebook versus television: Advertising
value perceptions among females. Journal of Research in Interactive Marketing, 6 (3),
164‐179.
Luo, X., Andrews, M., Fang, Z., & Phang, C. W. (2014). Mobile targeting. Management
Science, 60(7), 1738‐1756.

31

MacKenzie, S. B., Podsakoff, P. M., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2011). Construct measurement and
validation procedures in MIS and behavioral research: Integrating new and existing
techniques. MIS Quarterly, 35(2), 293‐334.
Martins, J., Costa, C., Oliveira, T., Gonçalves, R., & Branco, F. (2019). How smartphone
advertising influences consumers' purchase intention. Journal of Business Research, 94,
378‐387.
Martí‐Parreño, J., Aldas‐Manzano, J., Curras‐Perez, R., & Sanchez‐Garcia, I. (2013). Factors
contributing brand attitude in advergames: Entertainment and irritation. Journal of
Brand Management, 20(5), 374‐388.
Marwell, G., & Schmitt, D. R. (1967). Dimensions of compliance‐gaining behavior: An
empirical analysis. Sociometry, 350‐364.
McFarland, R. G., Challagalla, G. N., & Shervani, T. A. (2006). Influence tactics for effective
adaptive selling. Journal of Marketing, 70(4), 103‐117.
Meyers‐Levy, J., & Malaviya, P. (1999). Consumers’ processing of persuasive advertisements:
An integrative framework of persuasion theories. Journal of marketing, 63(4_suppl1),
45‐60.
Ozcelik, A. B., & Varnali, K. (2019). Effectiveness of online behavioral targeting: A
psychological perspective, Electronic Commerce Research and Applications, 33, 1‐11.
Pantano, E. (2016). Engaging consumer through the storefront: Evidences from integrating
interactive technologies. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 28, 149‐154.
Peters, S., & Leshner, G. (2013). Get in the game: The effects of game‐product congruity and
product placement proximity on game players’ processing of brands embedded in
advergames. Journal of Advertising, 42(2‐3), 113‐130.

32

Petty, R. E., & Briñol, P. (2008). Persuasion: From single to multiple to metacognitive
processes. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 3(2), 137‐147.
Petty, R. E., & Briñol, P. (2010). Attitude change. In R. F. Baumeister & E. J. Finkel (Eds.),
Advanced social psychology: The state of the science (pp. 217‐259). Oxford: Oxford
University Press.
Petty, R. E., & Wegener, D. T. (1998). Attitude change: Multiple roles for persuasion variables.
In D. Gilbert, S. Fiske, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), The handbook of social psychology: Vol. 1 (pp.
323–390). New York: McGraw‐Hill.
Petty, R. E., Wegener, D. T., & Fabrigar, L. R. (1997). Attitudes and attitude change. Annual
Review of Psychology, 48(1), 609‐647.
Ping, R. A. (2004). On assuring valid measures for theoretical models using survey data.
Journal of Business Research, 57, 125‐141.
Redondo, I., & Aznar, G. (2018). To use or not to use ad blockers? The roles of knowledge of
ad blockers and attitude toward online advertising. Telematics and Informatics, 35(6),
1607‐1616.
Reinartz, W., Wiegand, N., & Imschloss, M. (in press). The impact of digital transformation on
the retailing value chain. International Journal of Research in Marketing. Retrieved from
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2018.12.002
Richard, J. E. and Meuli, P. G. (2013). Exploring and modelling digital natives’ intention to use
permission‐based location‐aware mobile advertising. Journal of Marketing
Management, 29(5), 698‐719.
Rigby, D. (2011). The future of shopping. Harvard Business Review, 89(12), 64‐76.
Ringle, C. M., Wende, S., & Becker, J.‐M. (2015). SmartPLS 3. Bönningstedt: SmartPLS.
Retrieved from http://www.smartpls.com
33

Roehm, M. L., & Roehm, H. A. (2011). The influence of redemption time frame on responses
to incentives. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 39(3), 363‐375.
Schade, M., Pichler, R., Warwitz, C. and Burmann, C. (2018). Increasing consumers’ intention
to use location‐based advertising. Journal of Product & Brand Management, 27(6), 661‐
669.
Schrage, R., Hubert, M., & Linzmajer, M. (2019). Content is King? The Effectiveness of
Message Content, Personalization, and Location in Mobile In‐Store Advertising. In
Proceedings of the 52nd Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences (pp. 1373‐
1382).
Seiter, J. S., & Gass, R. H. (2008). Compliance Gaining Research: A Canonical Review. In U. Fix,
A. Gardt, & J. Knape (Eds.), Rhetorik und Stilistik: Ein Internationales Handbuch
Historischer und Systematischer Forschung, Vol. 1 (pp. 812‐825). New York: Walter de
Gruyter.
Shareef, M. A., Mukerji, B., Dwivedi, Y. K., Rana, N. P., & Islam, R. (2019). Social media
marketing: Comparative effect of advertisement resources. Journal of Retailing and
Consumer Services, 46, 58‐69.
Shen, L., & Bigsby, E. (2012). The effects of message features: Content, structure, and style. In
J. P. Dillard & L. Shen (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of persuasion: Developments in theory
and practice (pp. 20‐35). London: Sage.
Shu, S. B., & Carlson, K. A. (2014). When three charms but four alarms: Identifying the
optimal number of claims in persuasion settings. Journal of Marketing, 78(1), 127‐139.
Stiff, J. B., & Mongeau, P. A. (2016). Persuasive communication. New York: The Guilford Press.

34

Trope, Y., Liberman, N., & Wakslak, C. (2007). Construal levels and psychological distance:
Effects on representation, prediction, evaluation, and behavior. Journal of Consumer
Psychology, 17(2), 83‐95.
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.
Verhagen, T., Feldberg, F., van den Hooff, B., Meents, S., & Merikivi, J. (2012). Understanding
users’ motivations to engage in virtual worlds: A multipurpose model and empirical
testing. Computers in Human Behavior, 28(2), 484‐495.
Wang, X., Wu, D., & Teo, H. H. (2014). Right message at right place: Investigating the
effectiveness of location‐based mobile advertising on consumers’ redemption responses.
Paper presented at the Thirty Fifth International Conference on Information Systems,
Auckland, New Zealand. Retrieved from
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/03a7/015ec5637b54655b90f30cf9eb7d2f2957d3.pdf
Whittler, T. E. (1994). Eliciting consumer choice heuristics: Sales representatives' persuasion
strategies. Journal of Personal Selling & Sales Management, 14(4), 41‐53.
Willems, K., Brengman, M., & van de Sanden, S. (2017). In‐store proximity marketing:
experimenting with digital point‐of‐sales communication. International Journal of Retail
& Distribution Management, 45(7/8), 910‐927.
Williams, L. E., Stein, R., & Galguera, L. (2013). The distinct affective consequences of
psychological distance and construal level. Journal of Consumer Research, 40(6), 1123‐
1138.
Xu, H., Oh, L. B., & Teo, H. H. (2009). Perceived effectiveness of text vs. multimedia location‐
based advertising messaging. International Journal of Mobile Communications, 7(2),
154‐177.
35

Zhao, M., & Xie, J. (2011). Effects of social and temporal distance on consumers' responses to
peer recommendations. Journal of Marketing Research, 48(3), 486‐496.

36

NOTES:
i

These experts had a background in the fashion industry (n = 1), retail research (n = 3), and

information systems research (n = 2).

37

