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Abstract

Mobile advertising has become the fifth media following newspapers, radio, TV, and the
Internet. It provides companies and ad agencies with a new channel for low-cost and quick
marketing communication. This study delivers a teaser ad via mobile Short Message Service
(SMYS), also referred to as text messaging, to test whether mobile advertising is an effective
channel for teaser advertising. The authors focus on the construct of consumer curiosity and
conduct two experiments to investigate the effects of possible curiosity clues, including
brand familiarity, ad interactivity, the degree of personalization, and incentives, on the
curious responses of consumers. The experimental results reveal the following. (1) Brand
familiarity and ad interactivity positively affect “what people already know,” thus reducing
the information gap. (2) The degree of personalization and incentives in ads have a positive
impact on “what people want to know”; however, only the former clearly expands the
information gap. (3) The size of information gap and curiosity intensity have an inverted-U
relationship. A medium-sized information gap could lead to greater curiosity than a big-sized
or a small-sized gap. Moreover, big-sized and bigger-sized information gaps generate similar
curious responses. The implication of these and other findings are discussed.
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PEZ{TERERNE A H 382 - FHROEBERR « BER - &l - M2 INYE
Fhs - HERYAEIE « BIRHE « s RMEETEI T8RRI, - HRMEEHE S -~ =2
AR5 amE - #EMRRIEG - FBa TR THE R ( HhJuEE it - 2009) - fEEE - F
BERFE A R 100% @ B 82% B FHH P & HF i H SO AR B (PR HEES
2005) 5 EHRE 12009 1R EESFRAFE , W - 2010 FFMapsEH YA ET R
BN BRE BRI B R R RIS 2 - FHRE SRR Eaege 5 - HphsE DI
FREHAE SEE - SRAEREE 95.5% (B HE © 2009) -

S—T5H » AFEREBNINYE S B b R RL A R 5 B as H B - fan
Panasonic £ 2009 4= 7 H#Y "J2KEE |, - BE& A QB /R - R T 2K H H ASHY iR
SEEECGE T RIS B RE - ERWIERE "I B - 2009 F 3 H > FMIEERESFA
BrSnE TR RERE TR ) - AVETERIR IR BT 25 » EWE T 2 DL SR AT E S
ST AL LT ZHIAT Y T FREEE S (Teaser Ads) y ° " BPERES | BiEfEESTHE
RGN - HENER T 53 R0TE O 8N — R E B &S BB HE
HUHTEE e A BATF o RS S TERET L O R EE - AR RHE g HT L EY)
JEENFET - BTy TRl DA R (Reardon, 2007) @ (Rl - B[RS 15 52 5 FE AN {A] 3%
ST R TR B AR E -

T WHsRE BB H

HRFHEEE S BB ATHISE S - B D REF LB E s e — SRS T
9T TiFSeRy A2 B - (1) EEHE SRR (Jelassi & Enders, 2004; Rettie,
Grandcolas, & Deakins, 2005) ; (2) #2280 HE & H N NE S EHNE SRR R E -
an = FERA ~ FIEEE] - FIERRYE (Merisavo, Kajalo, Karjaluoto, Virtanen, Salmenkivi,
Raulas, & Leppaniemi, 2007) * EEEFHRANE « BE5#H3E (Barwise & Strong, 2002) ~ #4H]
M M ZEEERRTS (Jun & Lee, 2007) % -

FHRBAM T 2 R A SRR R RIR A — R E M S - HNA KRS 2 EEE M
MDA R $R i L AE B &R - AR - TG R EE S EF 8 AR (Lian, 2007,
Merisavo et al., 2007) » & &G BLEE 1S M e (6 B & - IRt ENEY - & REEGATENE -
H. AC Nielsen (2009) Hyfi FEAE IR - RSN EESE T » & M EERES
BIA BRSO RS - BB CPEImE " — M o B R AR SRR+
AR EE -

HEGRE LB REREE - JEEE e ERER - ARl « HRRTEE
HEHIRF R N R BV E I - SR EAIIR SN S S RE R - BRI [k
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FHIFET O B A DI R PR E T EHAYENFE (Loewenstein, 1994) @ HHFEE
FEHEHE LA - BlrfEM - GGk fEERFEAIRR « FLA - BT E SR A7 R0
5o nlE b EBCE SRR - WIS E MBS EERYEEE (Menon & Soman,
2002) ° AT Ry - HBE BRI (2R B RS  (EfEE ARG EHE ST
H o AR HEERET © SRl - ARWFFEARERET LSRN - (F R RTE S SR ERE
B S SR ane] » G e dF a7 BB A HE 38 - FEHR Loewenstein (1994) Frig Ay T &EERER
(Information Gap) y #i%& » ATERTERATEESAUESE T - o rTgEs BE&NER T -
OB ETHIIRIER -

EHBIRHN - e E S EE QR AEAEEE - MR RTPERE SR
HRIERET T - HEE G DI E SHE TS - EARF] » SRR ak 8 BRI
i LB ARR S IH B A AR O R 3 BRI 2 - UYL - AR E R S 1RE
EFHER - I ARt EFEFRES AR - DIEEEZEFREEERZ
SRR E - FRESH LM (RS - BRSEE - RIS - 2006) ~ 25 AL (F
Z 15 > 2003) ~ H fE £2 {it 55 A (Barwise & Strong, 2002; Drossos, Giaglis, Lekakos,
Kokkinaki, & Stavraki, 2007) » ¥/ &5 RKDHEL S 3 B 2 (1 - (HRERYFEBAI T
MARTERTEFESHVIEE T - BT il BB A B B ek L R I3 S BRI 2 -
It BEELEHEETEALRET -

AwTesse T ERFIRTEE S - PR DL BRI R B RS S HO SRR i
B 5 PR EAGE R ~ A~ B ALRRE ~ R - AN B R RN s B & SR
GF& e - WHFehs SR IERE S RENE S -~ IS E S SR eI - M EmER - It
Gh ot AR AR FH RS RHE T I S B EHAIMRRS - RO E TS BROAER -

&l ~ SRIEREY

— ~ b AT P

IFE NS TR - BRER—EBEE - BRIFAT AR - ATE N R = TE
& ¢ (1) Bl JJBHER (Drive Theories) © 38 IREEE RS i w7 2 FHAF AT BE ST RS 138 - {EAE AR IF
ARG EFE— AT ARAYECE - B B AE A FIER G LB R T B 2K i A 57+ & R
T8 T 2 B BF AT B 5+ A &7 58 EBEOK (Hunt, 1963; Posnock, 1991) © (2) 1~ — E &
(Incongruity Theories) : Hebb (1955) 8k » iF& KB 7 AMERAGEAL—UIEBEWEA
A - EERAFFEIE R BB - Bl M E R S LT K - BRI
RIFEAMFFT » Kagan (1972) ZE{f I fEEREGIGEEH « & HEREER - BT RBERA
—E  BRMEATHHIAR KT - tWERE TR ET - (3) REJJENHE (Competence Motive) :
White (1959) f5H! + fF & IF H IR A JEEA — R AE S L ROER BT AU BB - L REZEhtE A M
THEH BRIRE NI RREFE -
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Loewenstein (1994) #2& DL =7 & A - #2HE M TEADE ) EHE (G#
WO TB - MR FE LRI 2 5B - (REE A M R &G %4
AIREE S HATCEAIRYER Sy - DUREEAR HATGENFLE - (R EE— P IR R EH ) Bl
"EANE  ENE CEEEEEE - RIEAMEEENYEEE (BB ERESH)
FEERER (AVEFIESNREANE ) » &S HREMEERRENRC (5 ) HE
AR CHEAE - BT E R D &R E 7 &7 -

o~ fE AR

BN AV S5 B R Ui A T R RF 0T (HE 2B E BERIM TSSO - e A sEH
AIERAR I DA 268 0 (1) R FHRES A WMREBEH G - @A E L2 EHE
T G S AE RS AE R A - DARRREE RS ANEE AR - W BN ER S - G ETE)
Ham o~ FTEIMEIT R - BT IRECHE A - B - B 2 #ER S (Tsang,
Ho, & Liang, 2004; Bauer, Barnes, Reichardt, & Neumann, 2005; Hanley, Becker, &
Martinsen, 2006; Jun & Lee, 2007; Vatanparast & Asil, 2007) ° (2) Z 8t e e B G 52 2268
AESERSIRTE RS - EERTERZ Ll AR R TE (RFE 1) - 3) 1
ﬁ'ﬁuﬂﬁiﬂ’]ﬂ%ﬁﬁ HRERE ST IEREHE HIEHE S - hEESFEHEEH

AT nsmE B S MR EERIREE IR (Barnes & Scornavacca, 2004) © 5546 - FEiEFHE
fEER ~ fEERTTEE - AT DUEIIEE S AIAAE ~ PR ~ (B1ER - RIHEEIEEEHE -
AN - IHEFH N E RESEEFHE S E M S HHRAFUE (McMillan & Hwang, 2002; Rettie
etal., 2005) -

=~ BEES

TS E SR B L6 RS - (e S sy iy & &5 0 Al R LR 2 Bl
¥ ° Fazio » Herr B2 Powell (1992) ¥ » fEESH—FIRTER MM - HEIE S
IR HEBERITHILE S - HEI —BHIG e B8 SR A B 5 AT DA CE Y 72
FISLRATECIRCEAS  HL2X » Hung (2001) F5H - &84T DU Bh U AR RE T8 25 PR s
HUERN - HARERFF ERI B G IS 12 - Rl EUEESER - 599 » Menon B2 Soman
(2002) AIlRFift 72 B8 BE FRAE 5L 5 Eﬁ%@ilﬂki_(ﬁ%%%ﬁT/U 2 HH R0 A ik
(Knowledge Gap) HIHE:% ( [F] Loewenstein (1994) FUE N ) » 5 R 427 0o 5 B AL 20 55k
R YA/ NEE U BAGR BN - SRR I RYEEEE G I - JH 2 AR -
RELFEY 5 BROE/NEE - PRERME AR HHRREHEEEERR - HEEE IR

ik ' DARTHE Panasonic HYEE & T 2REE | Ryl - WHIEZSE&EIHE S " CAUE ) WEHES - M -
FEREERPE Ry T HACHE A g s e E R ek S ARAGE  pyEEHA T REE
AFE  BEAEE TT 7 TR EE 2 2 B R SRS 7

242

W 1213-AKEFF-41Z indd 242 2012/12/20 T4 02:45:54 (



W 1213-AKEFF-41Z indd 243

2= ﬁ% %23 A% 14
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y L e o Scharl ~ Dickinger £ Murphy (2005)
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Asil (2007) % o

THHABNHEEBMAEE « 1§15 A Barnes B2 Scornavacca (2004) ~ Bauer

EESER _ _ . -
IRRRE By~ BA -~ f0FF - EAKXF - et al. (2005) ~ BR=72 A (2006) % -
qEemE= BEMNAR - R%ME - 5% ~ RI{EE « Tsang et al. (2004) ~ [55 F B8 £ 381 5% S
mEE BALFZE « SFskBUgE « I B3GESZ - (2006) * Drossos et al. (2007) ©
Barnes B Scornavacca (2004) ~ Peng
l:llzél = [=Ta] ﬁ‘t nn*ﬂs&
ER REEE Hﬂ{ ff ~ BAEt]) - = LA (2006) ~ Okazaki » Katsukura Ei

o -
whiRa IR Nishiyama (2007) % o

p 2 D l. (2 N
AR (42~ b9~ i) Fhm o0 S0 (zc;gijfsoe:;aiiosz 8
SHBERE - FRARRLIKK  BRAEER  TH) 000 lcaker BE Drakatos (2009)

BRI AT ROBNS -

o

RADE=REZSEH - sREREBEMENYIRI 2RI - SRR ey evEd: ;s it
EERCUR TR R - & PLs R A RIRRER [ - A B Ry PR &y

2 kR

— ~ R B L R IR 1T PR

MR E R EE B E R E L BN R BRI 25 (Kent & Allen,
1994; Campbell & Keller, 2003) * AWF5EHERm © 1HE & H R PR E S0 5L G fom H i
LR L AUEC IR EAS - ATREE RGN HEGE A « BER A A S =K - B
THRA R 5 5 TN #5E (Baker, Hunchinson, Moore, & Nedungadi, 1986; Low & Lamb,
2000) - A DMBAFTE R GRS B B AR e L ~ 2 ~ APt E o - B e g
Al » & HEPE A RS &S ﬁﬁ%riﬁpﬁfi%ﬁ-@jﬁ% ZEH o (B AT TR
fvg HAHRBARYECIRASHS - BfTHESR I PTRS &R - 3500 " EFLE , EilE o SOTHE
/INEFERCD (5E2) s K2 BES MR PCEE R - BRI E B B R
A%+ R DL A BA R E8HE am bR W 2 & - IR T EAE , EIE - &
BIARE & G - FRHE DL M AR ¢

7t ? Loewenstein (1994) ¥ - (RIZEEHER VM LHIFHEBALR - DI T BB TS B - N7 BT P10 A
BIRIERITTIA N - R - AR FERTFE U & a1 A/ - ARSFRIRAE S IR - ZREIBESE T EHE
BRHEAYEEIN - BN 5 BERE TAESE ) ERNERIR - BRI
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AWFFERRSE Liu B2 Shrum (2002) » R A B EFR S © ioEEHE (2Dl E) ZfEEE
SEA RGBSR - FERNE NIRRT o (E TR B ST EE
AT A B MRIRER - Vatanparast B Asil (2007) $8H » #2281 FH 800 A #5E
TR TSRS TS AR 5 2.2 Drossos et al. (2007) FIBR=ZE A (2006) HIEEHE
RAlEH TR AR TE -

ANy ¢ EENATERE S A BN - IR TEEE SIS S RIRE ST - EEHE R
BISEEmmE T CADE ) (EHRER - HEFER ) - BIn[# S BIE - #E " A
B gBSECHIERNRZS - AmfE N FE R &R - 5540 » ERERHE S
Rt ER 2o 0 A BT 3R - B R AR B I B R B 26 1Y B o 5 i T B i e B
Griffith » Krampf B Palmer (2001) f5HY - 50 FH & BAAE 1+ 2 fIRY A BHAZ EERGE - BCE B
JRERTHEE F B B R BE T PR EHE 2 W8 AR (BRI vivh A ) » BLIF B0 B SR P
W HBE &g ERERAI R - HOF B A GEEFE R RV ECIEEAS ~ IGFE M HE AR SR R
AR - O RS T EADE ) BIEE - M/ NERRERE - 1SRIDU N ERER -

H2: "3RS RE ) PHIZHMEENS e pliEie "Ll TR

&g AR o

=~ IS N B FL 3 AR 11 5

{8 A A2 E A FEEECE AN RS R & FE /7 20 (Postma & Brokke, 2002)
ARy FEEEE SRR - IRIBEHE B ACRE » RiF - BRERE - BXEEHIE
HEEEFFRTHEE (Xu, 2006) - FEERHE ST - (B AACHOREZ 2E HilR - 3%
HEA MRS (515 > 2003 5 Yan, Wang, & Wei, 2004) °

sk« fEHATEE SHIE AR E - RlREEw BaHEE T BALE , BEHE
%5 - BT 0LFEFE (Egocentrism) FEHY - ANEBLAE(EAREIFEE —EOIE fohh LR EHE
B FE DUE ARy 0 (Davenport & Beck, 2001; Kruger, Epley, Parker, &
Ng, 2005) - Bt - #fHE SR A E AR N - B e H B & B E R YO
HIFEK - FHHE A R R E S E - R AR & R - thih - O
M5 (Intimacy Theory) (Stern, 1997) HYEIRsHIFE - EESTFRIE A LHEERE NS © &
—HERECIH & ERCZ B AR R 815 - HRESE AR R FER R Z — » IR
TR A BARHBETER (Rubin, 1983) @ HMUARMFFEEER - 35 AR B & BREUE A ALY
o JEREEIHE B RE S RH MR L na g =R E / Y] - SRRV B E SRR
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SRR - EABEEATEE R - MOTTREHEE T RANE ) rREE - I AR
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H3 : & T SRS | A BATEAAL 6305 - AR R A AT AL By 323t
G REY "Bl ) FRE - EFRAT RS

Py ~ 55 DR B L 3 SRR 11 i 5 48

FHARBITIHA BEETREFERE AN GEZ — - BRFEREEEET -
PR~ #hiS B - RO N IEIS3EE (Hupfer & Grey, 2005;
Shi, Cheung, & Prendergast, 2005) ° [ f#FE SHIMFFEEE NG EFRNEE » fikE
] DM H B i AR = RIREE S E (Drossos et al., 2007) ©

At B RE /Al reg B EE S T BANE , WENESE « EfianE
&S AR A E S AHBA I EE RIS (120 ¢ rE T E o~ AL - IHBEE A S EFER
HIWR [ - T B 5 Rk = &R ZE oL SR MR E AT =7 » ARAIAT A ZE o v DASTE » B2 AT
VR LB R YNEE I ORI EEE T AESNE | ISR E - ERERNE - 153
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B AENEAE T EALE ) WERE - ZEWEBIRMAHEERLT - BIHEE R
FIRGHATERE S - IR — RIS AR R 2 S BE# A 70 {E 105 (Lian, 2007) S
fROLE - BEFEHIEARAREIR - DURERERE & A S G BAR T - EEH
BRI 51 - BAA TS EFER L - B E AR - Al - T
AHPEE S ) I EEP > FRERE S ERCE &N AER, - RAFE—FlE
R - ERECA BT - M0 & RO iR R AR b — AR REPAAATE A - B A2
BRIV (RE?)

s SR = PGS AT E A ERYERET - THEEE n RIS R ALY
FHRHRCIERG TR - 8900 " EX0E , EillE - FENSOHE/N (785 i E
B B ACRIERET - PG T ARRE ) REAE - SRR R (e
RERE ) FILERESNEG S ER AT - A8 T8 iE & & IS &R

FE ASCEEET T EEHETE R IR T iR E AL R AR ) BR T S T 2 AR ) B R TR
TR 0 RZBARY H5-H12 55 SEBF AT SOEE R (RGER - Ll RERIIHERREERE - pBROZIIEIRE R
FHATERE 25 FTEE e TE AR o
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REJT - B AR BN (= EREAE ) « B A REN A - AT RIE
R BB AN (e ) - B EREFNELC 1] 5 [ 5R 214747 (Menon
& Soman, 2002) » FLEFEE A EE - FHERE DB - 8A PR E - 155
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H5: % "fANERE | PREASHRASM - B BTEAALEZI N REHELEHME

HAHEZOTTREAAEGHE o

H PR R R AT S S S A T LA ETEE - E R N - (=R AE
TR FHIRFRESANSESERAEENE - AR EEERE CAE N (e ERERE
KT ) s BEEERENLGENNE - BIEHERNE (R E) - R & kg
HEEEABRSINTE - JEILLT RS ¢
H6: % "fiAfTEEE, PRASHRASN AR AFEFEALGRIE > BEWE

A EEZO T TREEFAGBE -

HEEHHNEACRS G NITEERES - RBESTEENENINS » ks
FH AR EIEE R O - B EER R T & BES A ET A LERETEE - THE
HIE  BIEZ - fEHBROER (REERERAESESE)  fESANAERENL
% - AIEEBIIRISEN - THEfENGRD (REeEREEE ) EHERELD
ik - BIEEHER AN (R mE ) o HR AT A BE R BB I 3R N ek
2 N (Grewal & Marmorstein, 1994; Zauberman, Bettman, Malkoc, & Kim, 2007) °
It - AR R HEERR "TEE M T EEE WA - CELIRZEE
TR ZERE - B e S a Rk  EAIEE S - W A B AR - AN
HHFEIRGZ - NERIAEARREE - JRDUMER ¢
H7: % "fiATEEE PRARKRASMN  BFEBFEALZ N BEEEHME

FTEHEHEENTITRRE -

% ERPRIL AR ATEEE SR G E T E AR - EHEEREAE TS
L EEESANEESE A - nliE NSO (REERERETE) A
EEERETEIME - ARG (TR ) » BRI EHER CA] 2 A Bad SR I
¥ LRSS A E - TS [T A R e R R o 3R DU T EER ¢
H8: & "fiAaTH &L, PRAKRRASN LR FBFEALGRIE  BEWE

B HAE FHE T RIELA ERH

AN WREACERIE ~ B - HETEE R A I HE R 5 AR

AT TERA - @ ACAZERIEE RS / - FLARRE B EE T EA5E |
HEHEZE (R H3 » HA) > SRR SR A BMERYZZ AR - FEEL LR
R AR E BRI EAER (B HS-HR) - 2H[ERRAIE - 7] FAHE R R HE

246

W 1213-AKEFF-41Z.indd 246 2012/12/20 T4 02:45:54 (



2= ﬁ% %23 A% 14

I E R AR R
H9: & " &L, PRASHRASM  AARBASBHFAEN  REWEY
HHAFEEZNTFTFRBEAEGHE -
HI0: & THAME &S, PRASHRARE  BERARMBAEZAMAEN  REWEL
BHHHAHEEFOTHIREETAQHE -
H11l: % "#aRadEE ) PEAKREASE  AARBRASAMAFEN  BEWEY
BRFEHEHEENTIRRE -
H12: % "HAMERE ) PRAKRALR  BXARBRESAMFENE  FEwzn
HHHAHEENTFIRBEEAEGHE -

B8R
F—EERE S LAAPRGEE - S - AR B8 S HAER
AHEURPEEE & - Ao E & = & Rk ] - 1Tt 88 85 e B B B R R SGRF AN AT 2
EOHE BN SOE - E 28RS H1-H3 » H5-H8 -

— ~ WFSE AL
(—) B A Ao T Bkt

REAE T S BRI R IR AE - BREEFHREA®E (Hanley et al,
2006) 1M 18 28 24 BRAYAFERIRRE - MBI A EAC RS - B HTTEIR G & 20 —8E
EATHH A EAET FRITHEE - —BmEg SR ATE L] » 85E KRB (Brier, 2004)
A - AR B AR A - Eh—HRE 2 (MLEERE & vs (B X2 (A8 :
B ovs. )2 (EAML : B vs. 1) W=AFZHEERET - 8 (HERH
IH 181 (B A R HEZ AL E AR NEMERNS - HRUEA 175 (7 - ZHIEAENY
T 20.12 5% 0 55~ 2Ry 49.7% vs. 50.3% ©
(=) BBl aral

B — R nI RO — o SN AR R AN R TE R 5 - SRR R B B

ERKEERHEE -ENHERE - BEBE TR RECBREEELTHE
Ejj AN E R EE M -

/22 Carrillat ~ Lafferty B Harris (2005) DAK Hardesty ~ Carlson B Bearden
(2002) HYHEFE 20 DARTEI—RY 48 A RE A S8 15 ([EEE BN ARG - DIEES
REFHEHACRIZE (ImEE - (O / BEERRE 2R - — Bt R3GR / JEHHR)
(Machleit, Allen, & Madden, 1993) o &K FHFT MG R » AWF5E 55 B15E$E " Nikon , #

"PENTAX ; RFE S » (KR (M= 4.65 vs. 2.69, p<.05) °
227 Drossos et al. (2007) » ARWFFELL " S EE |, ZEEEFAZHME (Liv &
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Shrum, 2002) * " HAEH) , BHEBEEBRANEF - A TREANEE 20 - iR
888 » EUFEE TR B 8599 NI LAMSEIFRRIE | 5 T MELE) | AH A AT A B EAYRGL -
et T AR AT — 28 HARELEDCERE (IFETFE /IFEFEE) FMGHEAE
Bt EIEER  TRESEHESEAEEINE, - TERIESEINMEESRRERL
R R e A, TERIESE AR SR R ERE AR CERE R
" A e AR R B e SRS A8 5 (Liu, 2003; Sohn, Ci, & Lee, 2007) © ## 5
BT - BRI AEERF N FIZAEEEREZAES RS L M= 3.70 vs.
2.60, p= .054<.1) °

275 Howard B Kerin (2004) » A5ELLHE & W2k IRFIRE SR B A AL » DA -
R 2 BUR B AR R - W55 BRI — R ARIEE (W2 2007) » )
Antseth ot R REENCER " B, BT EALERTE - T HEE AL BREE - EER
R —FAMG BRI W rE =CAIREEE (40 @ O Sk / /M ) » HBRAIE: T XXX XH T
HAERE | R AER IR EAABRIR / IR Z BT o "IRAME AL, 89fER] - 7Y
[ — BRI AR - HARRI SRR T IREEARREIET, -
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HRFEESCIUSZ = IS R A H - DUETTE AR EEE & NS etET
AL - BB B (B EL o BB —Je MR EOE € BRI - IS LR Z AR
Bhte - RERE FERAVILEFIEEE2NEE - B3 NME AR E L E 1B i
HE - W PATSFFHEERI N ReaB Al o P B —HIKF 22 B[R B2 B - Bl 2 - B he - DA
FETHEENTETER - SBREETMEREE -

H R GRIEER - B—H - Fia[A 2R M Me TR E R IR R R
B MTZIBERE TRZAVE N - eSS 2R E TR RS - BRI
RGN - FERI ARSI AN AR - 25— HIEERMEEE -
(W) E8HET

JEBEETE © (1) & IE @ 3Pl E L Ey ~ Eon BB~ T —3EEME - &
DB R Ed S (JEEAEE/IEEFEE) - 227 Menon 8 Soman (2002) * & dulf &y
HORETE Ry T IR R E SRR S, ~ T AR TS (AR AE R &
Ho (o= .97 EMFEEREEE R T oA B FE S (AR ER - T IREEEN
HIEY amE AR, ~ T IRABIASHEEAHRE BT ) (o= 91) o T E & H A RETH
HiE " REFEEREEEEMIES - 2) HANE / CHAEENE K EHC © 38
ZEFH DI CE R E » FHE AT EEFEERE « T BAAHER S A BRI AR ER
(fEHENE ) » TIRBISERIEST - ORRE T BArUMEREN , T HEEERIESR
REEE S RN AEEEE T OB E , ( EA1E ) (= .95) (Menon & Soman, 2002) °
&R ) BRI o HIBR$E Loewenstein (1994) HYES @ B2l " FEHE | &H
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ENHEEERKE T OAE ) ERENEEE -

BRI bR S L AR (o= .92) ~ AEIEREREE (o= .93) CGEIEIFTHI— ~ =)
AE AR - ([EACRREREE - 22 WE DR RE - S5 DU N Rokry[FER
& TREMEITFHREES - AaaRefE LEHE ) ~ " IRESERI TR
& B RIEAE TG ) DERIT R SRR A ALRY ) (a= .94) (Kim,
Lee, Shaw, Chang, & Nelson, 2001) °

PSS DL ER R 8 - B2 lE LSS (IR - IFEAAE
F/IFEEE) - DU FNRIE LR RYROR o HUA - IR &2 I R AR R AL R
PR OB - piE 22 Ess 2 W EFHE DL MRy R SR © TERE
R B IS RAIEAEYHRIE , (Merisavo et al., 2007) » REIIEIEEE Liu (2007)
AT LU T RO FIEARRE © T R EECEA S A a8, ~ T REES
ARELf AW R B ER L, ~ T R RETEBERRZBWEELE) ) (a=
91) -

— -~ AR
(—) H{FMHER

A2 E AR LR Nikon - FHEE A PENTAX - 150530 & (M= 5.81 vs. 3.53,
p<.05)  EHELEE M= 5.07 vs. 3.10, p<.05) » #RAE 7T =55 R il s St
B . H OB FIEINES - iR EZAESE RSN AENE M= 3.32
vs. 2.09, p<.05) ; AEALEREFRIES - EE b &EE 15585 (M= 3.48 vs.
1.96, p<.05) * {HE S HAVE AL g FE 2 0 #H BFELEIL (M= 4.39 vs. 3.85, p=
066<.1) » AR DAL B B R B -

(=) sk

P B By B SR B[R e E A S T N R (all F<1.97 all p> .05) - H#E
(32 RPAISEHIEEAHR B ) B2 E B TS SR S A SaME (57 3) 3
TR HEREGRE E A B HEE R (M= 2.39 vs. 1.65, p<.05) + A EE N
(M= .07 vs. 1.06, p<.05) » ¥ H1 ; G EIPEFEREERTANE H2 B9THEA - AT INEALNEE
FME (M= 2.48 vs. 1.57, p<.05) » WHERE NI (M= -.02 vs. 1.15, p<.05) ; E&EHRY
8 AALERETRIE A B ALEE N E (M= 2.97 vs. 2.21, p<.05) » i AJ#E K& B
(M= 1.01 vs. .12, p<.05) » Z# H3 -

THRRSCR A A B AE EADEE R (p<.05) » BB (p= .082<.1) FI=FEiF7r
FE1E (all p<.05) FEA WA HIER  SMESGERME AL IFEEFEERE
(p<.05) ~ ESATE (p<.05) » EMMEER (p<.05) FEEEHRG ; B0 0 SHEEGE - A
gt [\ CE=TE e B EE =R AER (all p<.05) > #E TREETHE
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ff 3% AT E

SRR At~ AL

FEZ IR

NEIEEHEE - F / EE AL EER T - A 8MERIER -
K2 ZEATFESEHESHINER
ANCOVA Values
TRER X @ X HEf X @ X B
AR EEhit BAIE -
- E& A BA 8 X EA
B40iE 8.311 21.055 423 4.061 4.878 1.204 72
Hi= (.004)***a (.000)*** (.516) (.046)** (.029)** (.274) (.679)
F%NE 734 1.400 11.558 .079 1.004 .035 4.451
HiHH= (.393) (.238) (.001)***  (.779) (.318) (.852) (.036)**
s 8.314 19.696 11.181 3.059 .666 444 4.341
HERO
(.004)*** (.000)*** (.001)***  (.082)* (.416) (.506) (.039)**
137 .023 572 8.044 4.210 2.635 20.024
EmiFE
(.712) (.879) (.451) (.005)***  (.042)** (.106) (.000)***
472 656 1.324 5.187 4.600 1.506 24.837
2 G BB
(.493) (.419) (.252) (.024)** (.033)** (.221) (.000)***
T—EE 1.936 .603 1.410 5.671 468 2.010 14.886
L B (.166) (.438) (.237) (.018)** (.495) (.158) (.000)***
a. F value (p-value)
*p<.1;**p<_05;***p<_010
*3 EERE—JFHEEHE
SAERRE PR RS
BHEAE FEAE BEAE EE AL
BEE) EEE HBLE EES) HEE #EAEE 2 BELEE 2 ELH
B4EE 2.541 1.553 3.467 1.855 1.952 1.624 1.937 1.306
MEEE 3.061 2.879 2.067 2.807 2.583 3.401 2.082 1.791
HEEO 0.520 1.327 -1.400 0.952 0.631 1.778 0.145 0.485
ERFE 3.122 2.334 2.427 4.437 2.719 2.751 3.116 1.929
2 S R 3.154 2.123 2.626 4.200 2.599 2.873 3.294 1.868
T—RESEE 3.192 2.279 2.429 4122 2.628 2.512 3.338 2.093

PR LRI T B -

G NS EAERE
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vs. 1.17, p<.05) » Al 78 A 2758 5 (M= 2.76 vs. 3.39, p= .061<.1) ; (2) & & Ag(E A
{LAZ B AR T2 E AR A E A& E (M= 2.98 vs. 2.43, p= .056<.1) » KFEFEEHE
B WEFHEENELIFEE DT (M= 2.06 vs. 2.64, p= .068<.1) > B[S - (AL
FRE S RE R (M= 91 vs. -21, p<.05) ~ B HELBDIELIFDT M=
2.74 vs. 3.41, p<.05) ~ EMLELER (M= 2.65 vs. 3.38, p<.05) *

A — AR =FEA AR R - RIE fEEHATEE S B I m R an e B A T Ak
Bf - GBI IE A2 E AT 3 (M= 3.12 vs. 2.33, p= .080<.1) ~ FESHELER (M= 3.15 vs.
2.12, p<.05) » F—IKEEEELER (M= 3.19 vs. 2.28, p= .082<.1) » JRE[ZE 4= FLREH 1Y
IFET I E (Wilks® 1= .799, p<.05) » H5 K17 ; (HEEEHETE AL - RIZEEEFA
BENLTE (M= 2.43 vs. 4.44, p<.05) ~ E4LELER (M= 2.63 vs. 4.20, p<.05) ~ [ —iKE
HHLER (M= 2.43 vs. 4.12, p<.05) » JREE & B EG 0 E VI a7 & (Wilks™ A= .690,
p<.05) > FZFFH6 °

AR ATE R S A EPGR LT - (1) EENABE I EREECIEENE
(M= 1.95 vs. 1.43, p<.05) ~ E[FFZEEE] (M= 41 vs. 1.14, p<.05) » TG FEITZH
FHHYE S IF AT (M= 291 vs. 2.31, p= .057<.1) > 7 i Bl (M= 2.92 vs. 2.36, p=
060<.1) » F—IFEEHELE (M= 2.98 vs. 2.28, p<.05) ; (2) N LFLEE & 272 1 & 1H
HEERIENE (M=2.99 vs. 1.94, p<.05) » AGHERENF (M= 1.13 vs. .42, p<.05) * {H
T AT I B 7 (allp> .05) °

=L AEEHBER  BEACR RS ATEE S A ETE AL - ZE)E
AR ITET (p= 934> .05) » FESLEHER (p= 450> .05) » 5 EER (p= 778>
.05) ~ BEAREIT T K EES MR B2 (Wilks” A= 948, p= 494> 05) » H7 i3T5 .2 » %5
FELTE AL - AU A B IE A 52 B T 3F (M= 3.12 vs. 1.93, p<.05) ~ EfLELE (M=
3.29 vs. 1.87, p<.05) » N —EEFER (M= 3.34 vs. 2.09, p<.05) * HIHEFHEA T
F AT 27 IS (Wilks” A= 778, p= .061<.1) » H8 X7 °

88—

i DI BN ERESRGT - R - B2 B B A 8 1ErI R
£ DG seRS SR Ay s o A o EBESNERI R EE S RE / | 0 |
JAAWFE TR IS IR B SR FE B A b= AL - B iSRS SR T g G Re ua et E Ak
EEERIRrG 2 AT FERY(RER AR H1 ~ H2 ~ H4 ~ H9-H12 -

N T
(— ) thAR Ao a3kt
BB R 2 (SRR © 8 vs. ) X 2 (EBYE 7 vs. ) X2 (BB vs. 9)
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EHME EATE C BRREKE A - BALL - FRZF TR

B =2 S R E G ok 8 (A E ke » 184 (L KBS E LN E S - AR
7160 {37 o ZIHERA SEEIERS 19.5 5%+ DLBIE (57.5%) B % -
(=) B als

TERHERYRE - R — RIS AE BRI R AT S O - B S PR AR RTEE A
Fo TXXX XH T #AHRE | B EE R R R EER L2 7 mEPEREN A
B AR E R — - EERER T EE AL, -

Wang (2007) 8 - TERHHITEHH - HEBHRIEGRGGER - HER P =0
A BREE - AR EIIEICERE - SE R A R E B IERA N - R e
B FAHBERR R T REFR L RURA IR N 1% - SR ETHIHTE R [RIREE A - i B SRR 1B -
HEHAFARRAN AN - FERTHITGR 28 /KA » DIEEIREFHEDI N REE @« T8
RIS - S THEEESFER GEFENFRE/IFEFRE ), « "EEESHRIEAIHE
B EIRES REAE RRE AR / AREIRIESE o IRERTERSE R -
KRR ER " HFHEA L ARNREESHINEE TR AT RS S s AR R R B
i "R IAL L RE B Y S R B (TR ERIAERA SCSE (M= 3.14 vs. 2.33, p= .068<.1) °
(Z)ERERFAGREE

b — DA R ESETT - BRER R © Seig BB a3 17— GG 2 BN E
Gl E@Eﬁﬁ’*iﬁ/ﬁnﬁ% JERB B [ AR R FE f AT 2T (a= .90) ~ EEMMELER (o= 87) T—
WS EFLEENE  CAEENE (a= .88) » Eiflih [ - R MM Esbr T i
HEE (a= .94) FIAENE (a= 90) Z4h » INETEFRIZE @ 2 EHDIEERE
A LA ARG EERRE « RIS IRMAE TR EE R . - TEHIE SR
TRBENES, - TIRFLERIES - EBIRA BB ESE J (a= .86) (Berkowitz &
Walton, 1980) » [boh » Ky T WECRE Barh A2 (EAUEE KB IR FEMe =0 - AL 7RER R <2 1
# o TETEISE SRR - ESCERE T IR (FEEARFERE /IEEFEE )
(Wang, 2007) o i3 85 B i R 5 55 B R A2 B8 O AR 5 — i R RE R - 12 Yy
= EEXEE DL R G DU N EENEEREE - —®)imE o JRESTFHE LW
flEHE & T BRI AIEIIF &R o~ T RF AR, T AT DMERIEBEIZE | (o=
.89) (Tsang et al., 2004) °

1l

-~ AR
(—) BF MR

Nikon FH#Z S PENTAX - & {752 7 BLE# R ZR2E (M= 5.69 vs. 2.60, p<.05) » {H
MR EE (M= 4.73 vs. 291, p<.05) » R AT R EEE » F A8 CFHIH
B GEISHE SRS LB (M= 3.04 vs. 1.96, p<.05) ; BEESIFRIFHE] - FH
A IS R SRR A Rl B S R E R T I LLF R (M= 2.69 vs. 1.57,
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p<.05) » MEHEHB(RAGREXFER M=5.06>4, p<.05) °
(=) BHREmE
JrEE AR Y ek B ) R RS SR B R NEEE (all F<1.76, all p> .05) » BEE (£
4’%¢%%ﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁ%%@)‘yﬁimiﬂﬁﬁ%%&%ﬁyﬁﬁ(ﬁﬁmﬁ‘
SRR E AT I ALEENE M= 1.97 vs. 1.57, p= .072<.1)  #EWEFERT M=
10 vs. 91, p<.05) * FHEZR HI ; AEIMEEE IERPZECHEENE M= 2.19 vs. 1.35,
p<.05) » AAFELHEL (M= .09 vs. .92, p<.05) » H2 FEEERRIT - 1157 A 2l BE 2 o 2
THTEEE (M= 2.55 vs. 2.00, p<.05) » (HRZEEHEIL (M= .70 vs. .31, p= .149>
.05) » H H4 (EH 5T EAT -
%%%%ﬁﬁaﬁfj@ﬁﬁﬁﬁkﬁﬁ—%ﬁﬁﬁﬁmnpqm;%%%%\
BB 3R LA AT R L R B =SS AAER (both p<.05) » DATFHEETTE
Xﬁ%%ﬂ%ﬁ\mlﬁ/ﬁMﬁT»E@ﬁ%ﬂ%o

x4 ZRFESEHEBHIMER

ANCOVA Values
f‘nﬂﬂ EEhiE =7 R X :‘f&lgﬂ X ZEtEJJ X mmFh i<
AEE HE FEA FEA HEh X FEA
2 X0E 3.289 22.771 .757 2.059 1.155 .233 .032
HilE (.072)* (.000)*** (.386) (.153) (.284) (.630) (.859)
FAFNE 2.218 .006 6.004 .081 .151 .064 .200
Hi=E (.139) (.939) (.015)** (.776) (.698) (.801) (.655)
s 5.792 9.281 2.099 1.367 1.040 .273 .064
BEaERC
(.017)** (.003)*** (.149) (.244) (-309) (.602) (.801)
x 3.353 .293 .595 11.455 1.180 .665 4.178
EmiFE
(.069)* (.589) (.442) (.001)*** (.279) (.416) (.043)**
3.463 .148 .249 8.112 522 A71 5.047
SR
(.065)* (.701) (.618) (.005)*** (.471) (.680) (.026)**
T—EEZS  1.090 .644 .001 7.349 .270 .031 1.416
itz (.298) (.424) (.969) (-007)*** (.604) (.860) (.236)
a. F value (p-value)
*p<_1;**p<_05; ***p<_01 °
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ﬂ.

LS EATE C BMIRGEE ek EAML  FEZIF AR

x5 ER-ESHEFHE

=R TR SRS
B3R AR B3R e PN
BEHE) |EE HBEE \EE BEE ®EH 2 HLHE EEEF)
BEsEE 2710  1.788 2.468 1.293 1.721 1.229 1.835 1.136
EEEE 2.395  2.329 1.765 2.012 2.751 2.749 2.072 2.115
HHERO -0.315  0.541  -0.703 0.718 1.031 1.519 0.236 0.979
E AT A 2.303 2.446 2.106 3.294 2.887 2.338 2.970 2.003
= SR B 2.319  2.407 2.052 3.056 2.720 2.480 2.940 2.079

TREEEE 2.229 2.486 2.123 2.726 2.672 2.278 2.841 1.827

=R EHIPEE SR SRR EE AT ERe B inEEHE M=
2.61 vs. 1.52, p<.05) » E[AIFEENEL (M= -.53 vs. .66, p<.05) * ESHIFFT (M= 2.22
vs. 2.85, p<.05) ~ &L ELE (M= 2.20 vs. 2.71, p= .099<.1) °

EE— i = A AE R - RIS EHATEE R SRR & Pk i B A e At 2 Al
RHFE A - OB ERE AT EY  ESEER - N E S (all p> .05) « BERRITET
[ZJE (Wilks® 2= .894, p= 568> .05) BFfERHE 722 - HO FRALTL o HEHIfE 2 Bl Eh A5 &
ATUER A TEIA R N BB A B - BB 9B B 5 ORI TERY - 1E VR A PR E A
B A - BB AR E TS (M= 2.11 vs. 3.29, p<.05) » EME#E (M= 2.05
vs. 3.06, p<.05) » {57 15 AR BE RSB A2 AT &7 S (Wilks” 2= .572, p<.05) » SZFF
H10 °

AR E S I EACR AL - AEMEERECAEENE M= 1.78 vs.
1.18, p<.05) » E[FFELNH] (M= .63 vs. 1.25, p= .077<.1) » W A& -2 HIE 1 E
AT (M= 2.93 vs. 2.17, p<.05) * EMMELER (M= 2.84 vs. 2.27, p<.05) » N EE5
B (M= 2.76 vs. 2.05, p<.05) °

=M AERETR « BRI B RRTEE S A R E LA R - A E)
RSN S IR ATFEIE (all p> .05) ~ BERGLF 27 & (Wilks’ A= .837, p= .312> .05) EFfHEEH
Z2 8 H11 BT - MW - H IR AR E LAHRBA S R - OB R s B T &y
(M=2.97 vs. 2.00, p<.05) ~ Z /s B #ll (M=2.94 vs. 2.08, p<.05) + | — i & 5 Bl i
(M=2.84 vs. 1.83, p<.05) » FEAFEGEEAVIF & E (Wilks® A= 773, p= .095<.1) * 7R
B H12 BEAT -
(=) 3%

AWFFEHER - FR AL RGO REA = - (1) BRG] TR
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B (BEFEMEE S HE 2.69) 0 EREARERTS - (2) B - ZHEE
At Fe R R e - nTREIRGS 5 RIRITEIAZICER (Wang, 2007) - (3) HEARES IT
BER R E AR - (R E SR E AR - A5 RIRRE D ELEH -
SEERT T 2 D AHENE N E M=2.22: HFH vs. 1.90: #EER , p= 322> .05)
T8 B A FR R & AR L 22 BE AN 22 R K UE -

B ~ FEEmERE R

— ~ WS R Bl

FHE GBS R - —  HEE RSP ISR - HEAEEHRTE
BEEFREEINER  BeHE T OAE ) EillE o Wi/ INERED 5 AN - BB
Al sRIEE B RS ERNIRE ST - FEHES T EFNE |, IERERRZ - &A1 AT B I
JREERER T - 55— - WFFCASSREEE - fERATEE SR E AR ETIEER - # e et
HEE TREANE ) BERE - AN (AR E A B IR O B R A ER O 5 A
AFERIE RIS | AR ~ R =NEE R - BEESER - FFEAF THES "2
HIE |, EillE - BEERRER AR - Mk EIE K& RO - B5= - HEEWES
i 1 By 2y S FE R 23R8 U IR REFR - JRBIHR P& AR = - (REE
R - RTDAEE AR B R i@ SR &Y - A FTREE—P 8 - mENEEEEHNRC
it ZE AR AT 37 SOEFRT © 5940 » BEES AR RUAF AT AR ER - AIFE U H B F YA B TR
/N TR EEHAT Y E - £F& Loewenstein (1994) BYBFSE - HEEREM S - EalE OBy
RS [ E IR EE L2y ~ FEAL BB ~ I N — S S S = e b -

o PG PRI
AFEEAELUTEERER - 55— TEKEFZEANINEE - SHERENE SET
Bt - AR RS HH A IR 8 BRI 32 wT DACK S VH B A AR S Y B SO B R 2R 5 RE R
(Carroll, Barnes, Scornavacca, & Fletcher, 2007; Drossos et al., 2007; Kolsaker & Drakatos,
2009)  AWFEE IR - AT RHE VR S UM RTEEE & 2 H - R R e T
BHIFET L HOE B 2K R S i Ry — i A S A/ LR AU AR A 2R
IH9¢ (Rettie et al., 2005; Peng, 2006; Drossos et al., 2007) » R aHE & BA A T #HTHIAFE
T o
B ARWSeR R — A B ~ B AL BB MERE ARG — R E
Tﬁgﬂﬁzﬁlaﬂg ERR 2 52 (Tsang et al., 2004; Xu, 2006; Drossos et al., 2007) » {HAI{E
RGBS ESAERE S - AR E LB EE 8N EE T BA0E | 5
"EALE ) EINE - B i BA EEN A BRI T s B E B R SUE - iH
IR B @AWY REENE SIS o BLAN - ARWFFEER A Loewenstein (1994) ARy &
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B e R TR E &

AVER T B ay AUEIA] - WEE RSy - — S E~
RITETRANE » EXEEER

HIEBE R - SS— iRt THeR R - AR AT
HTEBHE T SHTRERVITF AT AR -

B= 0 EmAEBEFE DGR S R E S AR - (EREESIMEE - B
Yy - Bl— Ex%nu[iiﬁglf%jiﬂfjrﬂ AIREE AR AH R B B R R UR A
TR R At SR AT B S 22 SO LA R AR A - Bbob - A SERE E B AR R A RS E S AT
{57 FH A4 27 B 5 00 S0 B AT A SO EE A B SR R R R IR A ¢ (1) Menon £
Soman (2002) {EAE S A FPE R SRS T ?%?ﬂ@%ﬂ]%ﬂ%ﬁm(% AR =AE SRR )
HIBALR » AWFFRRIEE— - &R 9 R~ = Hos ARPYE SRR - BT BRES
Menon 2 Soman (2002) H@%D‘ﬁﬂmgﬁi&¥7ﬁﬁ2{ﬂU§§H%fi m AT ERIRY T RERHAY
HIERE SN - A FHHF?J T EE R &R - BT E ARV A SERET o (2)
Loewenstein (1994) #2H! - EaHECTHGRGL T A8R0E | A1 " EA410E ) EiHE 2 MR
{HEE DB ST T B P EITEEET o ARWFFR A2 bR 5 O Bl RN - IS A IR g
BRI F TRER R TREANE , © TEHNE ) BIlE IR - HEER -

% - BEE TR — 2B E S BT - MEm 2 3E S aE 5 (Drossos et al.,
2007; Vatanparast & Asil, 2007) #-NEr 15 A &) lﬁfEEF')ﬁﬁi‘%@ﬁEl"]%@ * SRITAE B BRI
e AVESNEI A BRI EERCR o Lin (2007) fEH - %T%iﬁﬁ@ﬂ‘[‘ié’]ﬁfﬁﬁ 1E
MERREEE « () HEEEAREEEFFDENAE ; Q) HEE R G HEENE
O EHHE ST OB - MO R RIEE R (1) fEHE S — R IERE R &(2) RN A
FEERE - DIERRE T RVBIT - B A EMERIRER - A5esEE A B MR
RN RPCRE - BEEEAMEIEE « FBRA /8 » IR R £ 2 EE DU R A ) %
BEEBR - B T S EA B -

TEETREMR T - AWFFeatasmgng - br 7 N RS EHE S T — e Ry kR T
A EEEHRAN - el AR EE B EH A R E ST L e JH:% DA E R 1E
58 A A e E AU B 5 R - e sl A g e ~ AL - BRE TR G K

EAsE 15Eﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ%%ﬂﬁﬁﬁ&%iuaﬁﬁ%ﬁ’%??&ﬁx?ﬂaﬂﬁ’]ﬁ?ﬁﬁrﬁ EN I E
ik NIREEE SRR - B S RIERET TR ks B B ARG A EE & T R T REE
A& EHR TR/ INTTE » A4 an s (THE 2R S BRSPS ) B
sHMEAEE AR A AMEES - SoEm A8 E A A AMEES - K2 SmEFEHA
FEB AR RS (VB S H AR A PGS ) R B R R AL B T 3% -
IﬁtH#T%%”ﬁﬁﬂl]\ft?xa °

ARG INE RS - (EE R ARSI INEE RIS - FR TV TS
P - EMEEERT - AR RNEE RS TR - BHEEBSUFHEA TSN
877 A GERUS B4 a5 IR - RIEZ SR RIS 8L55 + R BRI AE T » 7%
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R fR EaE A - AR - 52 RIS [k HIBIRIRGRAFGEA - RIARTFETHI
RO B Afbrm AR L - (B N Ul A R S 2 i i - HERR AT S A E)
TERORE &5 L AL -

=~ WESERRGIEL R AR5 7 1

AW TR E B AR Ry R4 - RS A B M TRIT I E R A E R
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Purpose/Objective

Mobile advertising has become the fifth largest media outlet, following newspaper,
radio, TV, and the Internet. In Taiwan, the rate of mobile usage has exceeded 100% (Lin,
2005). The survey of FIND (2009) indicates that companies have sharply decreased their
reliance on traditional media and public relations for marketing activities in recent years,
while the use of SMS (Short Message Service) ads continues to rise. In the meantime, teaser
advertising, an ad that does not reveal full information about the advertiser or the product
with the purpose of evoking consumer curiosity, has also become more pervasive in
advertising practices. For example, an advertisement for the launch of “J” in July 2009
shows only the brand name, Panasonic, and the message that “a mysterious vessel carrying J
is about to dock,” without revealing anything about what “J” is. In another example, the
well-known hostess, Regine, continuously complains, “you cannot satisfy me,” in the ad
broadcast in March 2009; however, the whole ad does not reveal “who” can not satisfy her
and “what” needs to be satisfied. Owing to the unique qualities of SMS ads, the authors of
the current paper propose that SMS ads may be effective as part of a “teaser advertising”
campaign.

SMS advertising has received considerable attention in the marketing literature (e.g.,
Jelassi & Enders, 2004; Rettie et al., 2005; Jun & Lee, 2007; Merisavo et al., 2007).
However, most studies only look into the application of SMS ads to ordinary product
advertisements, which mainly convey brand image and product information (e.g., Peng,
2006; Drossos et al., 2007; Wang, 2007). Neither the effects of SMS teaser ads nor the
importance of consumer curiosity in SMS advertising has been explored.

Accordingly, combining the literature on SMS advertising and teaser advertising, the
aim of this paper is to test whether mobile SMS is an effective channel for delivering teaser
advertising. The study also investigates in how brand familiarity, ad interactivity, the degree
of ad personalization, and incentives affect SMS receivers’ perceived sizes of information

gap and curious responses.
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Design/Methodology/Approach

Brier (2004) proposed that, compared to other age groups, the 18-24 age group has the
highest access rate for mobile services (e.g., text messages), and marketers who want to use
mobile marketing often target undergraduates. Therefore, this paper selected undergraduates
as the sample and conducted two experiments to investigate the effects of possible curiosity
clues on the curious responses of consumers.

Experiment 1 had a 2 (brand familiarity: high vs. low) x 2 (ad interactivity: high vs.
low) x 2 (the degree of personalization: high vs. low) between-subject factorial design and
featured a convenience sample of 181 undergraduates (49.7% male, 50.3% female) with a
mean age of 20.12. The stimulus was a SMS teaser ad for a new digital camera. The
manipulation of the three independent variables was determined by three pretests. The
experimental procedures had two steps. In step 1, the authors got information on the name,
gender, birthday, and e-mail address of the subjects who agreed to participate in the
experiment and then adjusted the SMS contents for the manipulation of personalization. In
step 2, each subject was randomly assigned to an experimental group and received the
corresponding stimulus and questionnaire sent by e-mail. The subjects were asked to read the
SMS ad, fill out the questionnaire, and send it back.

Experiment 2 had a 2 (brand familiarity: high vs. low) x 2 (ad interactivity: high vs.
low) x 2 (with vs. without incentives in the ad) factorial design and included 160 students.
The average age of subjects was 19.5, predominantly male (57.5%). The stimulus and the
manipulation of brand familiarity and ad interactivity were the same as those used in
Experiment 1. The selection of incentives was pre-tested. In a classroom setting, after
reading the experimental ad shown in a printed questionnaire, the subjects filled out the

measurement items.

Findings
The experimental results reveal the following. First, consumers can infer the hidden
messages in a SMS teaser based on their associative memories of high-familiarity brands.
Additionally, ad interactivity can enhance consumers’ ability to collect more information.
Therefore, both brand familiarity and ad interactivity positively affect the information
amount of “what people already know,” thus reducing the information gap.
Second, the degree of ad personalization and incentives in ads have a positive impact

on the information amount of “what people want to know”; however, only the former clearly
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expands the information gap. Because the incentives provided in the experiment are
conditional and product-related, they may also increase the amount of “what people already
know” and thus do not widen the information gap.

Third, the sizes of the information gap and curiosity intensity have an inverted-U
relationship. A medium-sized information gap leads to greater curiosity than a big-sized or a
small-sized gap. Big-sized and bigger-sized information gaps generate similar curious
responses. Additionally, the curiosity clues in SMS teasers affect consumers’ curious
responses by changing their perceived sizes of information gap. As a whole, the effects of
information gap simultaneously function on the three indices of curiosity, including product

curiosity, product interest, and interest in the next-wave ad.

Research Limitations/Implications

This study has certain limitations. First, the sample of the two experiments consists of
only undergraduate students. Their responses may be different from consumers from other
demographics. Second, the incentives provided in this paper do not have anticipated effects
on expanding the information gap. Therefore, future research can select more favorable, non-
conditional, and product-irrelevant incentives to re-test the effects of incentives. Finally, this
paper uses the concept of Loewenstein’s (1994) information gap and finds that the curious
clues affect the information amount of either “what people want to know” or “what people
already know”. However, if there exists other curious clues simultaneously affecting both
kinds of information amount or some context variables moderating the impact of curious
clues is worthy of future exploration.

This study provides several suggestions for practitioners. First, marketers can use SMS
teaser ads to evoke consumers’ curiosity on companies’ products, which can further drive
consumers to seek out additional product-related information and improve consumers’
learning and product evaluation (Menon & Soman, 2002). Second, as to the uniqueness of
teaser advertising, when marketers design SMS teasers, they should first consider the effects
of brand familiarity and ad components on the information gap. Companies with greater
brand familiarity should design (1) low-interactivity and low-personalization or (2) high-
interactivity and high-personalization SMS teasers. In contrast, companies with low brand
familiarity should increase ad interactivity but decrease the degree of personalization in ads.
Third, companies should conduct a preliminary market survey to understand consumers’

evaluations on the possible incentives provided in SMS teasers. Marketers should provide
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more favorable and non-conditional incentives only under the condition of high brand
familiarity and high ad interactivity; otherwise, it is not effective to provide incentives in
SMS teasers.

Originality/Contribution

Because SMS advertising costs little and operates fast, it is constantly overused and
misused, generating a large number of junk messages that bother consumers, who may
dislike SMS ads. Many scholars, therefore, have started to study SMS advertising in an
attempt to determine the factors that improve consumer acceptance of and attitudes towards
SMS advertising (e.g., Carroll et al., 2007; Drossos et al., 2007; Kolsaker & Drakatos, 2009).
The current study is the first of its kind that proposes using text messages as teaser ads and
tries to arouse consumer curiosity. Thus, this study has generated new insights regarding
SMS-advertising research.

Additionally, the variables explored in this study, including ad interactivity, the degree
of personalization, and incentives, have been neglected in prior teaser advertising studies.
This paper demonstrates that these variables affect the information amount of “what people
want to or already know” and have significant interaction effects on consumer curiosity. In
this way, these results complement the findings of previous studies. Furthermore, this paper
contributes to the development of curiosity theory by expanding the applicability of
information gap theory (Loewenstein, 1994) to the context of SMS teasers and providing the
insights into how to search for possible curiosity clues for future scholars, i.e., they can focus
on the antecedents of “what people want to or already know.”

Finally, although many practitioners and scholars praise the characteristic of
interactivity provided by mobile phones (Drossos et al., 2007; Vatanparast & Asil, 2007),
some empirical studies (Chen, Chen, & Chu, 2006; Drossos et al., 2007) unexpectedly find
the negative effects of interactivity and do not provide persuasive explanation. After
controlling for consumers’ general attitudes towards SMS advertising and willingness to
interact through SMS, this paper demonstrates that the effects of ad interactivity depend on
the combinative contexts of brand familiarity, the degree of ad personalization, and with/
without incentives. This could help explain the negative effects of interactivity and provide

important theoretic implications for future studies.
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